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ABSTRACT
Productivity is measured either in physical terms or financial terras.
Each of which has its advantages and disadvantages which are discussed
in this thesis.
Productivity in local government activities in England and Wales
should be measured by using many measurements, to give enough
information to different groups who are interested in this area, such 
as central government, . taxpayer, consumers, voters, councillors, 
workers and their unions.
Waste collection is one of the local government activities whose
productivity was measured physically in this research, by dividing the
total waste collected (in tonnes) by the total manual workers.
Furthermore, we used some additional measurements which give more
indications for productivity and its growth for different people who
are interested in this area. These measurements are: (1) costs per
tonne, (2) costs per person served, (3) wages and salaries, and (4) the
number of unemployed people.
Time series study was done in waste collection in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84 to find out the relationships between the 
different methods which were used in measuring productivity. From this 
study it was found that : (1) there was always a growth of productivity 
in waste collection in England and Wales during that period, (2) the 
growth of productivity was nearly always accompanied by the reduction 
in costs per tonne and in costs per person served, and (3) the growth 
of productivity was nearly always accompanied by an increase in wages
and salaries and in the number of unemployed.
(iii)
Cross section analysis was done for the four areas in England and Wales
in 1983-84, to build up a satistical model for the productivity of
waste collection in each of these areas which are London Boroughs,
Metropolitan Districts, Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, and Non-
Metropolitan Districts - Wales. Two criteria were used to find out how
satisfactory our variables are to explain the productivity in waste
collection, which were measured in this analysis by costs per person
2 J2
served, these criteria are the value of R or R and the significance of 
each equation.
By using these two criteria it was found that our variables were 
satisfactory in London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts, and Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England, while they were not satisfactory in 
Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales. So the statistical models in 
London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts and Non-Metropolitan Districts 
- England, are recommended to be used to anticipate the productivity in 
waste collection, while the statistical model in Non—Metropolitan 
Districts - Wales is not recommended to be used for the same purpose.
The lack of goodness of fit of our variables in Non-Metropolitan
Districts - Wales is expected to be because of the lower number of
population in this area compared with the other areas, and because this
area is the most rural area in England and Wales. So it is recommended 
for the researchers to make a new study in waste collection in Non-
Metropolitan Districts - Wales, by using different variables in
addition to all or some of our variables.
(iv)
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I should like to record my appreciation to Professor David Weir, the 
Head of Department of Management Studies at the University of Glasgow
and the supervisor of this research, for the insights I gained by
resting on this topic. Without his encouragement, support and numerous 
stimulating comments and advice from the initial proposal through to 
the final work, this study would never have been completed. His way of 
open-arm supervision is an added asset.
I am also grateful for the Egyptian Government and Ain Shams University 
for financial and encouraging support to enable me to undertake this 
study. Additionally, I wish to express my grateful thanks to all the
others who have participated in one way or another in the planning,
execution and presentation of this study in its final form.
Lastly, but by no means least, I wish to express my sincere gratitude 
to my wife, Yomn and my son, Mohamed, to whom this Thesis is dedicated, 
in recognition of their tolerance, encouragement and endless patience 
which have sustained me over the past five years.
M.S.I. NADA 
August, 1986.
(v)
DEDICATION
To my wife, Yomn 
To my son, Mohamed
v«
CONTENTS
..Page
Declaration...............       i
Abstract.........         ii
Acknowledgements.......         iv
Dedication  ..........     v
Contents.................       vi
List of Tables............    xi
List of Figures..................   xx
Chapter 1 Introduction
1.1 The Growth of Productivity in Micro and Macro
Economic Levels.......     2
1.2 The Growth of Productivity in the Public
Sector........................... ..............  6
1.3 The Growth of Productivity in the Public
Sector in the U.K............................... 10
1.4 The Growth of Productivity in Local
Government in the U.K ..........    29
1.5 The Growth of Productivity in Local
Government in England and Wales...... ........  37
1.6 The Growth of Productivity in Waste Collection
in England and Wales  ..............    39
1.7 The Objectives of the Study....   42
1.8 The Research Methodology...................... 43
1.8.1 Time Series Study........ .............  43
1.8.2 Cross Section Analysis.............    43
1.8.2-1 The Data.......     44
1.8.2-2 The Computer  .......   44
1.8.2-3 The Sample.................  44
1.8.2-4 The Statistical Analysis....... 46
vil J
Page
1.9 The Limitations of the Study........   51
1.10 The Organization of the Study..........   52
1.11 References....................  '53
Chapter II The Concept of Productivity
2.1 Introduction.................   •••• 58
2.2 The Importance of Measuring Productivity   59
2.3 The Measurement of Productivity..........  61
2.4 The Impact of Inflation on Productivity.......  69
2.5 Summary and Conclusion............. ..........  71
2.6 References........   72
Chapter III The Productivity Measurements of Local
Government Services in England and Wales
3.1 The Nature of Local Government in the U.K..... 76
3.2 The Structure of Local Government in
England and Wales.......      79
3.3 The Local Government Functions in England
and Wales.................   84
3.4 Measuring the Productivity of Local Government
Functions in England and Wales..... ... 91
3.5 Additional Measurements of Productivity in 
Local Government Functions in England and
Wales  .................................  99
3.6 Summary and Conclusion........    100
3.7 References.......................... ....... 102
Chapter IV The Productivity Measurements in
Waste Collection in England and Wales
4.1 Introduction..........     105
4.2 The Nature of Waste Collection Activities
in England and Wales................ ...... 105
viii
Page
4.2.1 The Contents of Waste.......    105
4.2.2 The Purposes of Collecting and
Disposing of Waste...................  106
4.2.3 The Relationships Between Collecting 
and Disposing of Waste in England
and Wales    108
4.2.4 Waste Collection Operations.......   109
4.3 The Importance of Waste Collection in
England and Wales  .....    Ill
4.4 Measuring the Productivity in Waste
Collection in England and Wales.......     124
4.5 The Additional Measuremets of Productivity
in Waste Collection in England and Wales...... # 128
4.6 Summary and Conclusion.................   130
4.7 References.......     131
Chapter V_ Time Series Study for the Growth of
Productivity in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 until 
1983-84
5.1 Introduction.........................   135
5.2 The Growth of Productivity in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84............     139
5.3 The Growth of Productivity in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84 from the Viewpoint 
of Central Government, Taxpayers,
Consumers, Voters and Councillors............. 143
5.3.1 The Costs Per Tonne.................  143
5.3.2 The Costs Per Person Served......... 149
5.4 The Growth of Productivity in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84 from the Viewpoint
of Workers and Workers’ Unions........    153
5.4.1 The Growth of Wages and Salaries....... 154
ix
Page
5.4.2 The Growth of Unemployed People.......  159
5.5 Summary and Conclusion..............     165
5.6 References.......    166
Chapter VI Cross-Section Analysis For
Productivity in Waste Collection 
in England and Wales in 1983-84
6.1 Introduction..............   168
6.2 The Variables and the Hypothesis...   170
6.3 The Ideal Model ...........    181
6.4 The Variables' Measurements  ......  182
6.4.1 The Measuring of the Methods
of Collection.    .....   183
6.4.2 The Measuring of the Frequency
of Collection..........     186
6.4.3 The Measuring of the Other
Variables........     189
6.5 The Expected Model...............    196
6.6 The Actual Models in England and Wales
in 1983-84.-----       198
6.6.1 The Actual Models in Waste 
Collection in London Boroughs
in 1983-84.....      199
6.6.2 The Actual Models in Waste 
Collection in Metropolitan
Districts in 1983-84................... 208
6.6.3 The Actual Models in Waste 
Collection in Non-Metropolitan
Districts - England in 1983-84......... 215
6.6.4 The Actual Models in Waste 
Collection in Non-Metropolitan
Distreicts - Wales in 1983-84.......... 222
6.7 Summary and Conclusion..................    231
6.8 Ref erences............  .....     236
XPage
Chapter VII Summary and Conclusions
7.1 Summary  ....... ................     240
7.2 Conclusions .............    265
7.3 References............. .......      274
Bibliography.......      276
Appendices
Appendix A: Summary of Waste Collection
Statistics in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.....  311
Appendix B: The Actual Statistics of Waste
Collection in England and Wales
in 1983-84..............   318
xi
LIST OF TABLES
No. Page
1.1 The Public Expenditure as a Percentage of
Gross National Product in the U.K. from
1900 till 1979............ ......... ........ ..... 12
1.2 The Number of Population in the U.K. from
1901 till 1979............. ....... .. 14
1.3 Total Employees in Employment in Great Britain 
from 1971 till 1979 (Total Industrial and
Services).........................................  18
1.4 Employees in Employment in the Public 
Administration and Defence in Great Britain
from 1971 till 1979... .............. ............  19
1.5 Age Distribution of the Enumerated Population
(Census Figures) in the U.K. from 1901 till 1981 21
1.6 The Percentages of the Growth of Population
in Different Ages in the U.K. from 1901 till 1981 22
1.7 The Percentages of Each Age to the Total
Population in Each Year in the U.K. from 1901
till 1981......... ..................... ............ 23
1.8 The Total Current and Capital Expenditure
in the Public Sector in the U.K. in 1978-79
till 1983-84......................... ............  29
1.9 The Total Current and Capital Expenditure
in Local Government in the U.K. in 1978-79 
till 1983-84................................ 30
No. 
1.10
1.11
1.12
1.13
1.14
1.15
1.16
xii
Page
Local Government Expenditure as a 
Percentage of Total Public Expenditure in 
the U.K. in 1978-79 till 1983-84..................  30
Local Government Expenditure as a 
Percentage of Domestic Expenditure in the 
U.K. in 1978 till 1983.................. .........  31
The Resources of Local Government Income in
the U.K. in 1978-79 till 1983-84.............. . 32
The Resources of Local Government Income in 
the U.K. as a Percentage of Total Income in 
1978-79 till 1983-84......... ...................  32
The Percentages of Total Local Government 
Expenditure in England and Wales to Total 
Local Government Expenditure in the U.K. in 
1978-79 till 1982-83....     37
Gross Expenditure in Waste Collection and
Total Expenditure in Local Government in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84........ 40
The Percentages of Waste Collection 
Expenditure to Local Government Expenditure 
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983- 
84..........      40
xiii
No. Page
3.1 Population Ranges of Each Type of Authority
in England and Wales in 1973........  82
4.1 The Workers' Cost and Total Cost in
Waste Collection in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84.......      118
4.2 The Percentages of Workers' Cost to Total
Cost in Waste Collection in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.... ........ . 119
4.3 The Number of Manual Workers and the Total
Number of Workers in Waste Collection in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84........ 120
4.4 The Percentages of Manual Workers to Total
Workers in Waste Collection in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.................... 121
5.1 The Price Levels in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84 (by using 1974 as a
Base Year)...........        138
5.2 The Index of Price Levels in England and Wales
in 1978-79 till 1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a
Base Year).................... .......    139
5.3 The Total Waste Collected and the Total
Number of Manual Workers in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84........... ......... 140
xiv
No. Page
5.4 The Output per Manual Worker in Waste Collection
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84....  141
5.5 The Index of the Output per Mannual Worker
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a
Base Year).............       141
5.6 The Percentage Growth of Productivity
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84..................   142
5.7 The Gross Expenditure in Waste Collection
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-
84 (Actual)..........    144
5.8 The Gross Expenditure in Waste Collection
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-
84 (Deflated)...................    145
5.9 The Real Costs per Tonne in Waste
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79
till 1983-84......... ........    145
5.10 The Index of the Real Costs per Tonne in Waste
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a Base 
Year)............................     146
XV
No. Page
5.11 The Percentage Growth of Costs Per 
Tonne in Waste Collection in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84................. . 146
5.12 The Total Number of Population in England
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84..... ...........  149
5.13 Costs per Person Served in Waste Collection 
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-
84... ........ ......... ........ ........ ......... . 150
5.14 The Index of Costs per Person Served in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till
1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a Base Year)........ 150
5.15 The Percentage Growth of Costs per 
Person Served in Waste Collection in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84......... 151
5.16 The Total Wages and Salaries and the Total 
Staff Employed in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84
(Actuals)........................ .............. . 155
5.17 The Total Real Wages and Salaries in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79
till 1983-84 (Deflated)........................... 155
No. Page
5.18 The Average Real Wages and Salaraies in
Waste Collection in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84....... ........ .............  156
5.19 The Index of the Average Real Wages and Salaries 
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a
Base Year )....... ....... ....................... . 156
5.20 The Percentage Growth in Wages and
Salaries in Waste Collection in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84....... ............  157
5.21 The Total Numbers of Employed People in
Waste Collection in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84................ .............. 161
5.22 The Yearly Reduction in the Number of
Employed People in Waste Collection in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84...... . 161
5.23 The Percentage Reduction in the Employed 
People in Waste Collection in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84..... ..............  162
6.1 The Values of the Methods of Collection in
the Four Areas in England and Wales in 
1983-84......................... ...... ..... 186
xvii
No.
6 . 2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.8
Page
The Values of the Frequency of Collection 
in the Four Areas in England and Wales in 
1983-84.................................     188
The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs 
per Person Served and the Independent 
Variables in Waste Collection in London 
Boroughs in 1983-84.....      200
The Statistical Model in Waste Collection 
in London Boroughs (includes all the 
variables ).........      205
The Statistical Model in Waste Collection 
in London Boroughs (includes the 
significant variables)............................ 207
The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs 
per Person Served and the Independent 
Variables in Waste Collection in 
Metropolitan Districts in 1983-84................ 209
The Statistical Model in Waste Collection 
in Metropolitan Districts (includes all the 
variables).......................   ' 213
The Statistical Model in Waste Collection 
in Metropolitan Districts (includes the 
significant variables)............................ 214
xviii
No.
6.9 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent 
Variables in Waste Collection in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England in 1983-
84... .............................................
6.10 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection
in Non-Metropolitan Districts - England 
(includes all the variables).....................
6.11 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection
in Non-Metropolitan Districts - England 
(includes the significant variables).............
6.12 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent 
Variables in Waste Collection in Non-Metropolitan 
Districts - Wales in 1983-84................ .
6.13 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection
in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales 
(includes all the variables)...........,..........
6.14 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection
in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales (by 
using Stepwise Command).......................... .
Page
216
220
221
223
229
230
xix
No. Page
6.15 The Actual Relationships With Crew Size,
Density of Population and the Use of 
Disposable Sacks, in the Four Areas in 
England and Wales in 1983-84..... ................. 233
7.1 The Relationships Between the Percentage Growth
of Productivity and the Percentage Growth of 
Additional Measurements for Productivity in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79
till 1983-84........... ......... ............. . 248
7.2 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent 
Variables in the Four Areas in England and
Wales in 1983-84........ ......... ...............  255
7.3 The Statistical Models in the Four Areas in
England and Wales (includes all the
variables)...... ................................. 262
7.4 The Statistical Models in the Four Areas in
England and Wales (by using the significant
variables or Stepwise command)  .... . 263
XX
LIST OF FIGURES
No. Page
2.1 The Production Process..............    62
3.1 The Structure of Local Government in
England and Wales from April 1st, 1974.........  80
3.2 The Functions of the County Councils in
England and Wales from April 1st, 1974.........   88
3.3 The Functions of the District Councils in
England and Wales from April 1st, 1974.......... 89
5.1 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth
of Productivity and the Percentage Growth of 
Costs per Tonne in Waste Collection in England
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.....   148
5.2 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth
of Productivity and the Percentage Growth of 
Costs per Person Served in Waste Collection in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84....   152
5.3 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth
of Productivity and the Percentage Growth of 
Wages and Salaries in Waste Collection in England'
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.............    159
xxi
No. Page
*
5.4 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth
of Productivity and the Percentage Growth of 
Unemployment in Waste Collection in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.......  163
6.1 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent
Variables in Waste Collection in London
Boroughs in 1983-84...........      201
6.2 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent
Variables in Waste Collection in 
Metropolitan Districts in 1983-84................ 210
6.3 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent
Variables in Waste Collection in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England in 1983-84......  217
6.4 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent
Variables in Waste Collection in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - Wales in 1983-84......... 224
7.1 The Relationship Between Productivity and
the Additional Measurements for 
Productivity in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.......  249
xxii
No. Page
7.2 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs
per Person Served and the Independent 
Variables in the Four Areas in England and 
Wales in 1983-84.......       256
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
1.1 The Growth of Productivity in Mi cro and Macro Economic Levels
In a micro-economic level the growth of productivity has different 
meanings for different people. In this case Connellan points out that:
"'Productivity', or 'human performance improvement’ means 
different things to different people. To workers, 
productivity means a speed up in their work patterns. To 
union leaders, it means the opportunity to negotiate for 
higher wages. To management, it means increased 
profitability; to consumers, it means better goods at lower 
cost." (1)
In the same case Eilon notes that:
"the greater the output can be achieved from a given input, 
the better off is the enterprise. It can cover its costs, it 
can improve the remuneration and working conditions of its 
employees, it can reward its investors, and it can modernize 
and expand." (2)
It is shown in the above two quotations that the growth of productivity
is an important fact for employers, investors, managers, workers and 
employees and their unions, and customers. It is also shown that each 
of these groups is looking to the growth of productivity with different 
viewpoint than the others, and this is shown as follows.
Employers and investors are looking to the growth of productivity., 
because it could mean an increase in the company's profit and in turn 
their share of that profit.
Managers are looking to the growth of productivity because it could 
mean the reduction of unit costs, which means, on the other hand, an 
increase in their profits and it can assist them in cutting the prices 
of their goods and services. This means the expansion of the company 
in a competitive market.
Workers and employees are looking to the growth of productivity because 
it means an increase in their wages and salaries, especially if there 
is a link between productivity from one side and wages and salaries 
from the other side. Furthermore, the growth of productivity could 
mean the improvement in their working conditions.
The unions of workers and employees are looking to the growth of
productivity because it helps them in their negotiations with the 
government or with the employers, to increase the wages and salaries. 
Productivity represents an essential element on the negotiation table.
Customers are looking to the growth of productivity because it could 
mean the reduction in prices of goods and services. This means they 
would be paying less for the same quantity of goods and services. 
Therefore the customers can consume the same quantity of goods and 
services at a lower cost or they can consume a higher quantity of goods 
and services at the same level of cost.
In a macroeconomic level, the usefulness of the growth of productivity 
depends on its impact on the growth of the whole economy. Economic 
growth means more and more goods and services will be available to meet 
the needs of the people.
The growth of productivity which is accompanied by the growth of
economy is always desirable for many reasons. The first reason is that 
the growth of economy can improve the standard of living, and this
depends on the relationship between the growth of economy from one side
and the growth of population on the other side. In this connection 
Craven notes that:
"Increases in outputs are referred to as economic growth- As 
long as outputs increase more rapidly than the population 
economic growth allows that on average each person can 
consume more goods or that the government can implement 
policies to increase the incomes of poor people without 
reducing the incomes of other people." (3)
This quotation shows that the relationship between the growth of 
productivity and the standard of living depends on its relationship 
with the growth of population If the rate of economic growth is 
higher than the rate of population growth the growth of productivity 
means an improvement in the standard of living.
If the rate of economic growth is equal to the rate of population
growth in this case the growth of productivity maintains the same
level as the standard of living'
If the rate of economic growth is less than the rate of population
growth in this case the increase in productivity leads to a lower
level in the standard of living.
The second reason is that the economic growth is a very important 
factor which can control the inflation rate by making a balance between 
the growth of incomes and the gorwth of outputs. This view is 
supported by Gedye when he notes that:
"Most governments' in both the developed and underdeveloped 
countries have since the war pursued with varying success a 
policy that aims at steady growth and it is a fundamental 
factor in the control of inflation to match growth of incomes 
to growth of productivity." (4)
From this quotation it is found that the growth of economy has an 
impact on the inflation rate and this depends on its relationship with . 
the growth of financial income.
If the growth of output is equal to the growth of the financial income, 
the growth of productivity keeps the prices at the same level. If the 
growth of output is higher than the growth of this income, the growth 
of productivity can reduce the level of prices. If the growth of 
output is less than the growth of this income the growth of 
productivity is accompanied by a higher level of prices.
The third reason is that controlling the inflation rate could maintain 
or improve the value of home currency compared with other foreign 
currencies.
The fourth reason is that the growth of productivity could also have an
impact on the international competitiveness. International
competitiveness means the ability of a country's producers to compete
. < 5 >
in world markets. In this case O'Cofaigh notes that competitiveness 
means the ability of the country to produce and sell its output to 
international markets.
This ability depends mainly on the costs of the domestic products 
compared with the costs of foreign products. So to improve the 
competitive situation in the international markets, we have to try to 
reduce the unit cost of domestic products.
The growth of productivity is an important factor which could cause the 
reduction of unit cost. Therefore, the rate of growth of productivity 
of domestic products compared with the growth of productivity of 
foreign competitors is an important determinant of the international 
competitiveness.
But sometimes the growth of productivity is not accompanied by the 
growth of output because of the stability or the reduction of domestic
and international demand of the country’s goods and services. In these 
cases the increase in productivity could lead the managers to reduce 
the workforce of their companies to maintain the same level of output 
or to reduce the quantity of output.
The reduction of the workforce could lead the country to face the 
problem of unemployment, which causes some social problems.
1.2 The Growth of Productivity in the Public Sector
According to Pirie when he points out that:
"With no money spent on advertising, no duplication of effort 
in wasteful competition, and no profit to provide, it was 
thought that the public service would be superior to any 
provided by private sector." (6)
It is shown in the previous quotation that costs in the public sector 
should be less than the private sector, because the public sector can 
save some of the costs which are essential in the private sector, such 
as advertisements. Furthermore, the public sector does not pay taxes 
and is always utilised from the economy of scale and the economy of 
contiguity.
But costs in any sector do not depend only on these factors, but also 
on the efficiency of running any activity. Therefore costs in public 
sector activities are affected by the expected inefficiency of this 
sector compared with the private sector, because the public sector 
suffers from many problems. These problems are discussed as follows.
The first problem is that most of the public sector activities suffer 
from the lack of competition, because the public sector is the only 
provider of some of its services, or the provider of the majority of
the other services. Therefore, the public sector is almost always in a 
monopoly position in providing its services.
The lack of competition means the reduction in searching for 
efficiency, because there is no need to try to meet consumers’ wishes
in order to remain in business, and because there is no sanctions of
(7)
bankruptcy. In this case Stevens notes that when there is no 
competition, but instead only a government monopoly, there is no 
incentive for efficient production and no penalty for inefficiency.
The second problem is that the public sector is suffering from the lack 
of its goals, compared with the private sector. The private sector has 
always a clear objective, which is to make a profit, while there is no 
clear objective for each of the public sector activities. Each
activity has many goals in the minds of different people, each might
contradict others.
For instance, the goals of the education system from the pupils’ point 
of view are to increase their incomes and to improve their status in 
the future, while the goals from government’s point of view are to 
qualify people to do some kind of jobs, to increase the pupils’ future
productivity, and to increase the number of educated people.
The lack of clarity in public sector goals might cause the low level of 
its productivity compared with the private sector.
The third problem is that the public sector is suffering from lack of 
control compared with the private sector, because the ownership of the 
public sector is spread among all citizens, while the ownership of the 
private sector.is spread among fewer people. Therefore the value per 
owner in controlling the public sector activities is much less than the
value per owner in the private sector- As the result of this the 
public owner has the feeling that his portion of benefits of what he is 
doing to follow up the public sector activities is very small compared 
to his efforts•
Furthermore most of the citizens do not feel that they are the owners 
of the public sector because (1) the public owner is not voluntary but 
is compelled to be a public owner (2) the public owner is unable to 
sell or exchange his public ownership to private property and (3) the 
public owner does not receive balance sheets or profit and loss 
statements for the public sector activities.
For the above reasons it is expected that the owners in the public 
sector have little incentive to follow up the act of the public sector 
and this could cause less growth in productivity in this sector 
compared wi'th the private sector* This view is supported by Caves & 
Christensen when they point out that:
"Public ownership is diffused among all members of society, 
and no member has the right to sell his share- Given these 
aspects of public ownership there is little economic 
incentive for any owner to monitor the behaviour of the 
firm's management." (8)
The fourth problem is the lack of measuring the productivity in the 
public sector activities. Productivity is always measured by dividing 
the output of any activity by one or more of its input. But it is very 
difficult to measure the output of most of the public sector activities 
because they are not for sale and because of the multiplicity of its 
purposes there is no one measurement used to give sufficient indication 
to the different people who are interested in these activities.
The absence of an accurate measurement for productivity in this sector, 
means the lack of data about employees' performance. This could mean 
the reduction in its productivity compared with the private sector 
because (1) the absence of data which could be used as a base for 
motivation system, and (2) the absence of data which could be used for 
planning and controlling.
The fifth problem is that the public sector activities are always 
governed by bureaucratic routine, by hierarchical fashion with 
different levels of responsibility and with lines of communication. As 
the result of these it is thought that the public sector activities are 
always slow in responding to the demands of customers and employees. 
They are always slow in taking new decisions and this can cause the 
lower growth in public sector productivity compared with the private 
sector.
The additional problems are the problems which are expected to be due 
to the previous ones. These are (1) because of their monopolies 
position, the public sector activities suffer from corruption. 
Corruption means that some of the public sector staff are tempted to 
exercise the monopoly power to their advantage. Therefore, corruption 
can direct the actions and the decisions of public sector managers, in 
the wrong direction. In this case Doig points out that:
"Corruption is bribery and bribery is corruption. Bribery is 
a transactional offence that concerns the use or proposed use 
of inducements or rewards to influence actions or decisions 
by politicians and public servants to ensure an outcome 
specifically favourable to the donor." (9)
(2) some of the public sector activities are governed by the absence of 
the linkage between wages and salaries on one hand and productivity on
the other So it is expected that their workers do not have the motive
to work hard therefore it is expected that their productivity has to
be lower than the private sector (3) most of the decisions in public
sector activities depend on political matters and not on economic
matters and this could have a negative impact on its productivity (4)
due to the previous problem it is expected that the negative impact on
productivity by trade unions is stronger in the public sector than in
the private sector The reasons for this are mentioned by Pommerehne
(10)
Frey when they note that politicians depend on the trade union 
vote for survival and may be inclined to accept their demands for 
grants and other favours, because if they oppose the trade union 
demand strikes could take place and this may reduce their re-election 
chances, and (5) because of the lack of searching for efficiency in the 
public sector the level of technology and the level of managerial 
expertise in this sector are expected to be lower than the private 
sector.
1.3 The Growth of Productivity in the Public Sector in the U.K.
Despite the expected inefficiency in the public sector compared with 
the private sector^ for the reasons which have just been mentioned/it 
is found that the size of the public sector in the U.K. is very big and 
has progressively increased from year to year, Therefore it is 
expected that the growth in productivity in the public sector in the 
U*K. is very important in reducing the large quantity of money which is 
expended there and by keeping at least the same quantity and quality of
public sector services. ’ .
The size of the public sector could be measured either in absolute 
figures by its total expenditures during each year, or in relative 
figures as a percentage of Gross National Product. It is expected that 
the absolute figures do not represent the size and growth of that size 
between different years, because these figures are affected by the 
change in price levels between different years as the result of 
inflation. Therefore, we prefer to use the relative figures which are 
illustrated in Table 1.1. as they are more representative for the size 
and growth of the public sector.
It is shown in Table 1.1 that the public sector in the U.K. has grown
sharply during this century. It was 14.4% of the Gross National
Product at the beginning of this century and it became 54.5%, 52.0%
and 51.8% in 1975, 1976 and 1979, respectively. The high growth of the
public expenditure in the U.K. during this centurty is expected to be
due to the increase in public demand for public sector services. This
(11)
view is supported by Self when he points out that the dramatic rise 
in public expenditure has been the product of rising demands, or 
expectations about the number and quality of public services.
The rise in demand for the number and quality of public services is 
expected to be due to the following reasons.
Firstly, the high increase in the number of population in the U.K. from 
the beginning of this century till 1979, as shown in Table 1.2. It is 
shown in this table that the population in the U.K. has increased from
38,237,000 at the beginning of this century to 56,227, 000 in 1979.
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This means that the population in the U.K. has increased by 17 .990.000 
which represents 47*04% rise in population from the beginning of this 
century.
This high increase in population means the need for higher public
expenditure^ to keep at least the same level of public services. In
(12)
this case Sandford notes that we should expect government
expenditure to rise if the population increases. In the same case 
(13)
Wright adds that due to the high increase in population governments• 
have found that even to maintain the same level and quality of social 
benefit or economic assistance has required an increase in public 
expenditure.
Secondly the U.K. has committed itself to the idea of the Welfare 
State, which means that the government plays a positive role in the 
promotion of social welfare.
The Welfare State means that the government has to supply all the 
people with at least a minimum standard of living. It has to support 
unemployed people, handicapped, children^ pensions^ old people^ etc., - 
financial support to keep at least a minimum standard of living. 
Additionally, the government has to supply some services free of charge 
or with a small charge compared with its costs. These services include 
education, housing, waste collection^, and so on.
According to this idea the improvement in the standard of living means
more public services and more public expenditurey to keep the new
(14)
minimum standard of living. This view is supported by Wright when
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he notes that expectations about rising standards of living generate 
problems which in turn generate further expectations for the 
alleviation of those problems through public sector provision.
It is expected, therefore, that some of the increase in public services 
and public sector expenditure in the U.K. during this century, was due 
to the improvement in the standard of living from the beginning of this 
century till now.
Thirdly, the effect of two world wars. At a time of war the government 
has to increase its duties to handle the economic activities to solve 
the problems of war.
As the result of this idea the U.K. governments which were responsible 
at the time of the first and second world wars, increased their 
responsibility in handling the economic activities. This view is 
supported by looking at Table 1.1. In this table it is shown that the
public sector expenditure in the U.K. as a percentage of the Gross
National Product, has increased from 12.7% in 1910 to 26.2% in 1920, 
and has increased from 30.0% in 1938 to 39.0% in 1950.
It is expected that the first increase, between 1910 to 1920, was 
mostly due to the first world war, and the second increase, between 
1938 to 1950, was mostly due to the second world war.
By the end of the wars the governments could not reduce their
activities to return to normal as they were before the war. This view
(15)
is supported by Sleeman when he notes that each world war moved 
public on to a higher general plane, so that it fell back from the 
wartime peak, it remained at a level considerably higher than before.
The main reasons of the inability of the government to reduce its
activities by the end of the war, were (1) people were getting used to
receiving some services from the government, so it was not easy for
them to accept the reduction in these services, and (2) people were
getting more confident in the ability of the government to handle some
of the economic activities. • In this case Sleeman points out that:
"the psychological effects of the two world wars were 
immensely potent in speeding up the process of change. They 
got the public used to the idea that the government could do
effectively all sorts of things in the national interest,
such as organising and controlling war production^ 
controlling the use of labour and other resources, and 
providing social services to ease overtime hardships-"(16)
From the above discussions it is shown that a great part of the growth 
in public expenditure in the U.K. during this century was due to the 
two world wars-
Fourthly, the change in economic ideology. The governments in the U.K. 
tried to apply Keynes' ideology to maintain a high level of employment 
and for a low level of unemployment, from 1945 till the end of the 
seventies. In this case Gordon points out that:
"the thirty years following 1945 when the maintenance of full 
employment was considered to be an important aim of 
government economic policy. The thinking of Keynes was very 
influential in instilling in governments of all political 
persuasions the belief that they had a duty to create 
sufficient demand for goods and services to ensure full 
employment•"(17)
According to this ideology public expenditure increased because the 
government wanted to create jobs for the unemployed. The government 
had to carry out more services and activities to create more jobs.
Once the government had started to do any additional work, it was very 
difficult to stop. This view is supported by Sleeman when he points 
out that:
"If it has been decided to combat unemployment by spending 
more on schools and colleges, or on hospitals and other 
medical services, or on housing, or on more generous social 
security, all of these create long-term commitments which 
cannot be cut back with much disruption and hardship."(18)
The above discussion reveals that the applying of Keynesian ideology in 
the economy of the U-K. was responsible, to a great extent* on the 
growth of public services and the public sector expenditures in the 
U.K. during this century.
Fifthly, greater growth in the number of public sector employees than 
that of other sectors. This is expected to be due to: (1) the increase 
in public sector activities for the reasons which have been mentioned 
before, and (2) the public sector is a labour-intensive activity which 
means that the growth in this area needs more employees than the other 
sectors.
In the U.K. this view is supported by looking at Tables 1.3 and 1.4. 
It is shown in Table 1-3 that the total number of employees in Great 
Britain has increased from 21,648,000 in 1971, to 22,311 ,000 in 1979, 
while it is shown in Table 1.4 that total number of employees in the 
public sector (Public Administration and Defence) has increased from 
1,473,400 in 1971 to 1,580,000 in 1979.
This means that the number of employees in all industries and services 
in the U.K. has increased by 3-06% from 1971 till 1979, while the 
number of employees in the public sector in the U.K. has increased by
18
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7.23% during the same period. This means that the growth in employees 
in the public sector in the U.K. during that period was more than 
double the growth of employees in all industries and services.
The higher growth rate in people employed in the public sector than the 
other means a higher growth rate in public expenditure than the other 
sectors.
Sixthly, the change of the demographic factors. This means the change
in the number of old people, children and young people. The increase
in the number of these people and children means the need for more
public expenditure because these types of people and children need more
(19)
care than others. In this case Sleeman points out that old people 
tend to make especially heavy demands on the social services, not only 
for pensions and supplementary benefits, but also for care from the 
health and personal services, and he adds that children and young 
people also make heavy demands, especially on education, but also for 
health maternity and child welfare services.
To know how much this variable is responsible for the growth in public 
expenditure in the U.K. during this century, the age distribution from 
1901 till 1981 is collected and presented in Table 1.5, the percentages 
in growth of population in different ages is measured and presented in 
Table 1.6, and the percentages of each age to the total population in 
each of these years is counted and illustrated in Table 1.7.
It is shown in Table 1.5 that the number of children under 5 years of 
age in the U.K. has increased from 4,381,000 in 1901 to 44,505,000 in
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1971. It is also shown in this table that the number of young people 
under 18 years of age has increased from 13,248,000 in 1951 to
15,705,000 in 1971, and the number of young people under 21 years old 
has increased from 15,162,000 in 1951 to 17,993,000 in 1971. This 
table reveals also that the number of old people between 65 to 74 years 
of age has increased from 1,278,000 in 1901 to 4,713,000 in 1971, and 
the number of people 75 years old and over has increased from 531,000 
in 1901 to 2,594,000 in 1971.
Table 1.6 shows that there was always a growth in old people (65-74 and 
75 and over) and in young people (under 18 and under 21). Therefore it 
is expected that the total percentages of old people, children and 
young people is getting higher. This view is supported by looking at 
Table 1.7, where we can find the total percentages of children, young 
people, and old people in the U.K. were 41.06%, 44.36% and 45.5% in
1951, 1961 and 1971 respectively.
From the above discussion it was found that there was always an 
increase in children, young people and old people in the U.K. during 
this century in absolute figures and in relative figures. Thus it is 
expexted that this variable has a great impact on the growth of public 
expenditure in the U.K. during this century.
Seventhly, the change in social structure. This variable means the
change in social relationships between people as the result of
urbanization and industrialization. Greater urbanization and
industrialization leads the country to more individualism. In this 
(20)
case Self notes that the decline of kinship and neighbourhood
groups as a supportive socio-economic system is of very long standing 
in the Western world, and he adds that since 1945 high employment 
levels and high activity rates have stimulated the further decline of 
kinship systems, the increased rights of women and children to a 
separate life and the formation of smaller households.
The increase in individualism means a greater burden on the shoulders 
of the public sector because (1) working mothers need day nurseries 
and nursery schools, (2) the care of old people becomes the
responsibility of local authorities and health services, (3) the care
of people who suffer from physical or mental incapacity becomes the
responsibility of local authorities and the health service too, (4) the 
lack of parental control has damaged educational performance^ (5) the 
lack of parental control leads to the growth in crime and juvenile 
delinquency^ etc.
The U.K. is one of the Western countries which has suffered from 
individualism. It is expected that this variable is one of the
variables which is responsible for the growth of public expenditure in
the U.K. during this century and specially from 1945 till the end of
the seventies.
Eighthly, the changes in political power. Before 1914 political power 
remained effectively in the hands of the burgeois industrial and 
commercial interests, together with the large landowners. But now due 
to the universal suffrage, general education and the organisation of
mass political parties have greatly altered the political power of
trade unions, professional associations and the mass media.
Therefore, governments which were responsible in the U.K. since 1914
have tried to increase their popularity by increasing public
expenditure in favour of those who feel that their interests will
benefit by it, which could help them in the next election.
Ninethly, the change in the real national product. It is expected that
a higher growth in the real national product means more public
expenditure^ because in this case the government has more resources for
giving more services to gain more popularity.
According to this variable it was expected that the public sector
expenditures in the U.K. would increase during this century, except in 
1920-21, 1929-32 and 1974 onwards. In these years there were slumps in 
the real national output^ while in the other years there was a fairly 
steady rise which accelerated during the thirty years following the
second world war.
By looking at Table 1.1 we can see that public expenditure was high 
from 1975 till 1979, although there was a slump in the real national 
product during these years. The percentages of public expenditure to 
the Gross National Product were 54.5%, 52.0%, 49.0%, 49.6% and 51.8% in
1975, 1976, 1977, 1978 and 1979 respectively.
It is expected that the main reasons for high public expenditure in the 
U.K. during these years was because of political reasons and not
economic reasons. The government which was responsible at that time 
tried to maintain its popularity by keeping at least the same level of 
public sector services. This view is supported by Wright when he 
points out that:
"In the 1970s, for the most part governments preferred to 
continue to manipulate those economic variables rather than 
risk political unpopularity by attempting to reduce the level 
of expectation in society."(21)
Tenthly, the change in price level (inflation)* It is expected that 
inflation has a greater impact on public expenditure than on the 
expenditure of the other services and activities. The main reason for 
this is that public activities are mainly labour-intensive activities, 
therefore a very large part of their current costs consists of wages 
and salaries for its staff.
Wages and salaries are more sensitive to inflation than the others, 50 
it is expected at the time of inflaton the increase in wages and 
salaries is always higher than the increase in other variables. 
Therefore it is expected that during inflation the growth of public 
sector expenditure has to be higher than the growth of the other 
sectors' expenditure.
The U.K. is one of the countries which suffered from the problem of 
inflation, especially during the seventies. Therefore this variable is 
expected to have a great impact on the growth of public expenditure in 
the U.K. during the seventies.
Eleventhly, some other reasons. These reasons are mostly due becasue 
the U.K. became a more urbanized and industrialized country. that 
means the need for more public services such as: (1) living in large
towns and cities needs collective provision of facilities such as pure 
water supply, sanitation and refuse disposal, which the rural 
communities could do without,, (2) The more industrialised the socity 
is means more environmental pollution, which needs more public
(22)
expenditure to deal with it. In this case Self notes that another
burden upon public expenditure has been the need to clean up the
pollution caused by new technologies in industry and agriculture, which 
means the cleaning of rivers, the control of air pollution, and so on.
From the above discussion it is shown that the movement toward the 
urbanization and industrialization in the U.K. during this century was 
responsible, too, for the growth in public services and public sector 
expenditures.
1.4 The Growth of Productivity in Local Government in the U.K.
It is shown in the previous discussion that although the expected 
inefficiency in the public sector compared with the private sector, it 
is found that the public sector in the U.K. has grown sharply during 
this century for many reasons. The actual expenditures in this sector
is presented in Table 1 .d as follows.
Table 1«8 The Total Current and Capital Expenditure in the
Public Sector in the U.K. in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
£raillion
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
65,752 76 922 92,672 104 676 113-377 120 .328
Source Department of the Environment Welsh Office 1984 
Local Government Financial Statistics England 
and Wales 1982-839 A Publication of the Government 
Statistical Service^ Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 
London^ p.32.
Notes 1. The values in 1978-79- 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82 
are outturn values.
2. The value in 1982-83 is provisional outturn.
3. The value in 1983-84 is an estimated (budget) 
outturn value.
It is shown in the above table that the total expenditure in the public 
sector in the U.K. was about £120^000 million in 1983-84. The public 
sector in the U.K. consists of central government, local government and 
public corporations. Local government expenditure represents a large 
part of the public expenditure and of all domestic expenditure, and 
this will be shown in Tables 1.9; 1.10 and 1.11 as follows.
Table 1.9 The Total Current and Capital Expenditure in 
Local Government in the U.K. in 1978-79 till 
1983-84.
Emillion
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
17 .995 21 ,613 25..103 26 .690 29.332 32,780
Source
Notes
Department of the Environment Welsh Office, 1984, 
Local Government Financial Statistics ^  England 
and Wales 1982-83, A Publication of the Govern­
ment Statistical Service, Her Majesty’s Stationery 
Office, London> p.32.
1. The values in 1978-79, 1979-80, 1980-81 and 
1981-82 are outturn values.
2. The value in 1982-83 is provisional outturn.
3. The value in 1983-84 is an estimated (budget) 
outturn value.
Table 1.10 Local Government Expenditure as a Percentage of 
Total Public Expenditure in the U.K. in 1978-79 
till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
27.4 28.1 27 .1 25.5 25.8 27.2
Note These figures are counted by the Department of the 
Environment Welsh Office by dividing the total 
expenditure in local government by the total 
expenditure in the public sector and multiplying 
the results by 100.
Table 1.11 Local Government Expenditure as a Percentage 
of Domestic Expenditure in the U.K. in 1978
till 1983.
%
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
10.1 9.8 10 .3 9.9 9.6 9.6
Source Department of the Environment Welsh Office, 1984,
Local Government Financial Statistics - England and 
Wales 1982-83) A Publication of the Government 
Statistical Service, Her Majesty's Stationery Office,
London, p.33
It is shown in Tables 1.9 and 1.10 that the total expenditure in local 
government in the U.K. was about £33 thousand million in 1983-84 and 
this represents 27.2% of the total public expenditure. At the same 
time it is found in Table 1.11 that local government expenditure 
represents more than 9.5% of all the domestic expenditure. Therefore, 
local government in the U.K. is considered to be an interesting area to 
be studied in this research.
The current expenditure in local government in the U.K. is financed 
mainly by the following resources. These are. (1) rents and fees 
charged for services such as car parks, bus fares, etc., (2) local 
taxation (rates), and (3) grants or subsidies from central government. 
The breakdown of each of these resources are shown in Tables 1.12 and 
1.13 as follows.
Table 1%12 The Resources of Local Government Income in the 
U.K. in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
£ million
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Current Grants 10185 11599 14364 15421 16009 19571
Rates 5789 6913 8743 10966 12195 12325
Others 3656 4413 5199 5458 5488 5063
Total 19639 22925 28306 31845 33692 36959
Source Central Statistical Office* 1985. Financial Statistics^
A Publication of the Government Statistical Service, December, 
No. 284, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, p.32.
Table 1.13 The Resources of Local Government Income in the U.K.
as a Percentage of Total Income in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Current Grants 51 86 50.59 50.74 48-42 47.51 52-95
Rates 29.47 30.15 30 . 88 34.43 36.19 33.34
Others 18.67 19.26 18.38 17.15 16.30 13.71
Note: These figures are calculated by using the data of Table
1.12 by dividing the figures of each row by the total 
income and multiplying the result by 100.
It is shown in Table 1.13 that grants and rates represent about 85% of 
all the local government incomes. Grants and rates are paid by the 
taxpayers and by central government. Therefore, the growth of 
productivity in local government is very important for taxpayers and 
central government, moreoever to consumers, voters, councillors, 
workers and their unions. Each one of these groups is looking for 
growth in productivity from their own viewpoint, which might vary from 
the viewpoint of the others. These different viewpoints are discussed 
as follows.
The central government in the U.K. is supporting the local government 
with nearly £20000 million each year, which represents about 50% of 
local government current income. The central government wants to cut 
its support to local government. But the reduction of its financial 
support could mean the reduction in local government services, therefore 
central government is looking for growth in local government 
productivity, because it could mean the reduction in their payments and 
keeping at least the same level of local government services.
The taxpayers in the U.K. are paying each year about £33000 million as 
general taxes (grants) and local taxes (rates) to local government 
activities, which represents about 85% of the local government current 
income. This large amount of money represents a heavy burden on the 
taxpayers’ income.
In turn, the taxpayers are anxious to reduce their payments, at the 
same time they are looking to retain the same level of services for 
their payments as taxes and rates. The only way to reduce their 
payments and keep the same level of services or improving them is by 
increasing local government productivity. In this case Schmertz points
out that
’'The problem is compounded by the fact that taxpayers have 
been expressing resistance to the idea of financing increased 
costs through higher taxes while simultaneously calling for 
more return on their tax dollars. These circumstances are 
forcing public administrators to seek new methods for 
producing more and better services for each tax dollar and 
man-year invested. They are trying to make government more 
productive." (23)
The consumers of local government services are looking to receive more 
and more services because the costs of these services are always spread 
among all the taxpayers. Local government can afford more services by
two methods. The first is by collecting more money as grants and
rates, the second is by increasing local government productivity.
Due to the difficulty of collecting more money, the only way to improve 
and increase local government services is to increase its productivity. 
Therefore, the consumers are looking to the growth of local government 
productivity, because it could mean the increase or improvement in 
local government services they can receive.
The voters consist of consumers and taxpayers. The consumer is a
receiver of local government services, while the taxpayer is a
financial supplier for these services. Therefore, there is a 
contradiction between their viewpoints. The consumers are looking for 
an increase in these services while the taxpayers are looking to reduce 
their payments.
To solve this problem local government has to try to increase 
productivity which could mean the increase in local government services 
without an increase in their expenditure or with a lower level of 
expenditure.
The councillors in the U.K. are looking to the growth of productivity 
for three reasons. The first reason is that central government is
supporting local government activities by nearly 50% of their current
income, which allows central government to control local government 
activities by reducing their support or by using specific grants for 
particular services.
Therefore the councillors are looking to improve local government 
productivity to face the problem of any reduction in central government 
grants and to supply the services they want to supply.
The second reason is to try to achieve the contradiction goals for 
consumers and taxpayers. To achieve these goals the councillors have 
to try to increase local government productivity to convince these 
people that they are doing their best to increase these services for 
the same level of payment or by reducing these payments.
(24)
This view is supported by Lucey when he notes that councillors know 
that in order to be re-elected, they must walk on a narrow line between 
the demands of those who want the government to do more and those who 
want to pay less for whatever the government does, and he adds that if 
they are good administrators they may be able to widen that line by
improving the efficiency and productivity of the government. In the
same case Hayward points out that:
"For every official who strives to meet the needs of the 
public within available revenues, improved productivity is a 
necessity. For every citizen who expects more public 
services without increased taxation, productivity improvement 
must become a priority concern."(25)
The third reason is that the councillors can get little reward beside 
their self satisfaction if they manage to reduce the expenditure for
the same level of services because it is<considered as a kind of
success.
Therefore the councillors are looking to the growth of productivity to 
release central government control, to achieve the contradiction 
purposes for consumers and taxpayers and to increase their rewards.
The workers in local government in the U.K. are looking to the growth 
of productivity because it means the increase in their wages and 
salaries. The main reason for this is that the incentive bonus 
schemes, which links productivity on one hand and wages and salaries on 
the other, have been applied in the whole economy and in local 
government activities in the U.K. since the mid 1960s.
But the growth in productivity might have a disadvantage from the 
viewpoint of local government workers, because it might be accompanied 
by the reduction in the number of employed people and an increase in 
the number of unemployed people, as mentioned before. In turn, the 
local government workers are looking to the growth of productivity 
because of its impact on wages and salaries and on the level of staff.
The unions of local government workers are looking to the growth of 
productivity, because it is considered as a key element in their 
negotiations with the government to raise the workers’ wages and 
salaries.
The unions are looking also to the impact of the growth in productivity 
on the level of staff and so on the number of unemployed people.
1.5 The Growth of Productivity in Local Government in England 
and Wales.
From the previous discussion it is found that the growth of
productivity in local government in the U.K. is very important for 
different people for different purposes. But the growth of
productivity ;in local government in England and. Wales is more important 
than the other parts of the U.K. because the expenditure in England and 
Wales is much higher than the other parts of the country. The 
percentages of this expenditure are shown in Table 1.14 as follows:
Table 1 * 14 The Percentages of Total Local Government Expenditure in 
England and Wales to Total Local Government Expenditure 
in the U.K. in 1978-79 till 1982-83.
%
1978-79 1978-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
89.32 89.19 88.85 88.61 88.72
Source: Central Statistical Office 1986, Annual Abstract 
of Statistics, A Publication of the Government 
Statistical Service, No. 122, Her Majesty’s Stationery 
Office, London, p.276.
Note: 1. These percentages are measured by dividing the
total local government expenditure in England and 
Wales by the total local government expenditure in 
the U.K., and multiplying the results by 100.
2. Total local government expenditure includes the
expenditure of capital work and other work.
3. The data of 1983-84 is not available in these
statistics.
It is shown in Table 1.14 that local government expenditure in England 
and Wales represents 89% of the total expenditure in the U.K. 
Therefore it is more important to study productivity and the growth of 
productivity in England and Wales than in the other parts of the U.K.
But it is expected that the growth of productivity in local government
activities, as well as in other activities depends mainly on measuring
(26)
its productivity. In this case Downey & Balk note that
productivity improvement depends to a great extent upon an 
understanding of how to measure government work.
Measuring productivity gives an indication about whether it has 
increased or decreased, and whether the company has achieved its target 
or not. Therefore, we can investigate why it has improved in some 
parts and why it has not in others. From this investigation we can 
choose the procedures which will be used to improve productivity in the 
future.
But it is found that measuring productivity is very difficult in local 
government services in England and Wales for many reasons. These are 
(1) local government services are not for sale, so we cannot use the 
sales value to measure its output, (2) local government activities are 
suffering from many problems, as mentioned earlier. These problems are 
the lack of competition, the lack of goals, etc. Due to these problems 
the cost of these activities is expected to be uneconomic, so cost 
could not be used as a measurement of its output, and (3) it is very
difficult to find one measurement which gives enough information for 
the quantity and the quality of running these services.
As a result of this, it was found that we always need to use more than 
one measurement to measure productivity and the growth of productivity 
in local government activities for different people and for different 
purposes.
1.6 The Growth of Productivity in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales.
Local government activities in England and Wales are divided officially 
into seven categories. These are (1) education and libraries etc., (2) 
health and social services, (3) law, order and protection services, (4) 
local transport, (5) housing, (6) employment, and (7) local environment 
services.
Each one of these categories contains many functions. Waste collection 
is one function of local government services and is the local 
government activity which we are going to study in this thesis, despite 
its low cost compared with other local government activities in England 
and Wales, as shown in Tables 1.15 and 1.16.
It is found in Tables 1.15 and 1.16 that waste collection cost is
nearly £441 million in 1983-84, which represents about 1% of the total 
local government expenditure. This means that waste collection is not 
one of the most important local government services in England and
I •
Wales from the viewpoint of its cost. But we think that waste
collection is an interesting service to be studied in this research for
many purposes These purposes are divided into general and specific 
purposes.
Table 1.15 Gross Expenditure in Waste Collection and Total 
Expenditure in Local Government in England and 
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
Ethousand
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Waste Collection 
Gross Expenditure 265:584 336-241 395,581 424,641 450,984 440,745
Total Expenditure 
in Local Government
25,639,
572
30,102,
513
35,513,
566
38,344 , 
303
42,254,
046
45,491,
357
Sources: 1. Appendix A.
2. Central Statistical Office, 1986, Annual Abstract 
of Statistics, A Publication of the Government Statistical 
Service, No. 122, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 
pp.277-8.
Note: Total expenditure in local government is counted by
adding *the capital expenditure to current expenditure 
which are mentioned in Annual Abstract of Statistics.
Table 1.16 The Percentages of Waste Collection Expenditure to 
Local Government Expenditure in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-80
1
1980-81 j 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
1.03 1.11 l.n | 1.10
I
1.06 .96
Note: These figures are counted by dividing the waste
collection expenditure by the local government 
expenditure and multiplying the results by 100.
The general purposes are: (1) this service has a political visibility
from the viewpoint of councillors and consumers, may be more than the 
visibility of the other local government activities which are more 
costly than this activity, because the lack or the disruption of 
conducting this service causes many problems, such as the town seems 
dirtier. The number of citizens who suffer from these kinds of 
problems are more than the number of citizens who suffer from the 
disruption of carrying out the other local government services, aud (2) 
this service has its special political visibility in the U.K. and also 
in England and Wales, because waste collection is one of the local 
government activities which is included in the privatization programme 
started at the beginning of Mrs. Thatcher’s Government in 1979.
The specific purposes are related to productivity and the growth of 
productivity which are the main subjects of this research. These 
purposes are as follows;
1. Lack of previous studies which dealt with productivity in waste 
collection, therefore this research is considered to be an 
important study in an area which is suffering from the lack of 
studies.
2. Productivity and the growth of productivity in this service 
depends mainly on how to motivate workers to work hard to increase 
their production. The reasons for this are (a) this service is an 
intensive labour activity, (b) the majority of its workers are 
manual workers, and (c) manual work in this service does not need 
highly skilled workers.
3. The output of this activity is easily measured compared with other 
local government activities. Therefore waste collection is chosen
to be studied in this research to give clear results rather than 
other local government activities.
4. Incentive bonus schemes have been applied in this area since the
mid sixties. It is expected that the application of these schemes 
has succeeded in achieving its purposes which are the growth of 
productivity and the growth of wages and salaries. Therefore, 
waste collection is seen as an interesting area to be studied to 
find how these schemes have succeeded.
1.7 The Objectives of the Study
The objectives of our study are to answer the following questions.
These are:
1. How to measure the productivity in local government activities in 
England and Wales?
2. How to measure the productivity in waste collection in England and 
Wales?
3. What are the relationships between the different methods which are 
used in measuring productivity in waste collection in England and 
Wales?
4. What are the variables which affect productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales?
5. What are the relationships between productivity and its variables 
in waste collection in England and Wales?
6. Are these variables satisfactory in explaining the productivity in 
waste collection in England and Wales?
7. Can we build statistical models to anticipate productivity in 
waste collection in England and Wales?
1.8 The Research Methodology
In this research two main studies were used. These were (1) time
series study and (2) cross section analysis. These two studies are
indicated in two separate parts as follows.
1.8.1 Time Series Study: The main purpose of this study is to find 
the relationship between different methods which are used in measuring 
productivity in waste collection in England and Wales during a 
particular period of time. The period used in this study was six 
years. These years are 1978-79, 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83 and 
1983-84.
The main reason for using these years is that the data about waste 
collection in England and Wales is only available for these years in
addition to the data for 1976-77, but we could not use the data for
1976-77 in our study because of the absence of data for 1977-78.
The data which is used in this study is the total data of the Waste 
Collection Statistics, for the above six years. This data was 
published by the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy 
and is presented in Appendix A.
1.8.2 Cross Section Analysis: The main purposes of doing this kind of
study are (1) to suggest the independent variables which affect
productivity in waste collection in England and Wales, (2) to know the 
relationship between these variables and productivity in waste
collection in England and Wales, (3) to know how satisfactory these
variables are in explaining the productivity in waste collection . in
England and Wales, and (4) to choose the statistical models which could 
be used in anticipating productivity in waste collection in England and
Wales.
The methods which were used in this study are shown in separate parts 
as follows.
1.8.2-1 The Data: The data which was used in measuring the majority
of the dependent and independent variables is the data of Waste 
Collection Statistics in 1983-84, because this was the last year of
published data. This data was published as mentioned before by the 
Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, and is mentioned 
in Appendix B.
1.8.2-2 The Computer; The University of Glasgow multi-access 
computing system (MAC) was used and the Statistical Package for Social 
Sciences (SPSS-X) was used to analyse the data in the computer.
1.8.2-3 The Sample: It was found that the data about waste collection 
in England and Wales was divided mainly into four areas. These were 
London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts and Non-Metropolitan Districts
- England and Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales. Our study is
therefore divided into four parts, one part for each area.
It is found, too that the number of districts which are included in
London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts and Non-Metropolitan Districts
- Wales, are 32, 36 and 33 districts. These numbers are a reasonable 
number of districts. Therefore we depend on the whole population in 
these three areas.
It is found also that the number of the districts which are included in 
Non-Metropolitan Districts - England are 268 districts. This number is 
very high compared with other areas, so we prefer to depend on a sample
to represent the whole population in this area.
It is found that Non-Metropolitan Districts - England consist of 39 
counties, each county consists of some districts, so we prefer to 
choose 39 districts, one district from each county, to represent the 
whole population in this area. The main reasons for choosing this 
number of districts are as follows:
1. To give each county an opportunity to be represented in the 
sample by choosing one district from each county.
2. The number of districts are quite near to the number of 
districts in the other areas.
3. The 39 districts in Non-Metropolitan Districts - England 
represents about 15% of the total number of districts in 
this area, and the researcher thinks that this percentage 
is good enough to represent the whole population in this 
area.
To choose one district from each county, the researcher started with 
the first county which was Avon. In this county the district was 
chosen randomly by using scramble numbers from 1 to 6 which represented 
the number of districts in this county.
By choosing one of these numbers it was found that this number was 3 
which represented Kingswood. This was considered to be a starting 
point in choosing the sample even from the other counties. So District 
No. 3 in each county was chosen in the sample, with only one exception. 
This exception was in the Isle of Wight. This county consists of two 
districts. In this case we chose District No. 2 which is called South 
Wight, because of the absence of a third district.
Therefore, the districts which are included in the sample to represent 
the whole population in Non-Metropolitan Districts - England are as 
follows: Kingswood, North Bedfordshire, Reading, Milton Keynes,
Fenland, Crewe & Nantwich, Middlesborough, North Cornwall, Carlisle, 
Chesterfield, Mid Devon, North Dorset, Derwentside, Hastings, 
Brentwood, Forest of Dean, Eastleigh, Leominster, East Hertfordshire, 
East Yorkshire, South Wight, Dartford, Burnley, Harborough, North 
Kesteven, Great Yarmouth, Kettering, Tynedale, Harrogate, Gedling, 
South Oxfordshire, Shrewsbury & Atcham, Taunton Deane, Lichfield, 
Ipswich, Guildford, Warwick, Crawley and Salisbury.
1.8.2-4 The Statistical Analysis: After choosing the independent
variables which are expected to have an impact on productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales, the following statistical analysis are 
used in each of the four areas.
The first is to measure the Pearson correlation coefficient between the 
independent variables and productivity. The main purpose of measuring 
the correlation coefficient is to test our hypothesis about the 
relationship between the independent variables from one side and the 
productivity in waste collection on the other. The value of 
correlation coefficient varies from zero to +1.
If the relationship between the two variables is a positive 
relationship, the value of correlation coefficient varies between zero 
and +1. If the relationship between the two variables is a negative 
relationship, the value of the correlation coefficient varies between 
zero and -1.
The stronger the correlation coefficient between the two variables the 
nearer its value is to +1. The weaker the correlation coefficient 
between the two variables the nearer its value is to zero.
The second is to build a statistical model in each area. These models
are built by entering all the dependent and independent variables into
(27)
the computer. It is mentioned in SPSS-X that each of the
independent variables has to pass a tolerance test before entering the 
equation. The tolerance of a variable is the proportion of its
variance in the equation, and the tolerance test is the minimum 
tolerance the variable would have to be included in the equation. This 
minimum tolerance is 0.01.
(28)
It is added in SPSS-X that after passing the tolerance test, the
independent variables are entered into the equation one at a time. At
each step, the independent variables not yet in the equation are 
examined for entry, and the variable with the smallest probability of F 
is entered into the equation. These steps continue until the last 
independent variable which passed the tolerance test has been entered.
The main purpose of building the statistical models is to know how
satisfactory the independent variables are, to explain the variation of 
the productivity in waste collection in each area in England and Wales.
To find how satisfactory these variables are the researcher depended on 
2 (29) 2
the multiple R . According to Thomas multiple R which is called
the coefficient of multiple determination measures the proportion of
the total variation in a dependent variable which is explained jointly
in the equation, and he adds that it is used to test the overall
influence of the explanatory variables on the dependent variables.
(30) 2
In the same case Hey adds that multiple R is an indicator of how
2
well the line fits the observations, and he adds if R = 1  indicates a
2
perfect fit (all the observations lie on the line); if R = 0 
indicates no fit whatsoever (a horizontal fitted line), and with values 
in between indicating varying degrees of goodness of fit.
2
So multiple R in our equations tells us the total amount of variation
in productivity in waste collection is explained by the variables which
2
are included in the equation. The higher the multiple R the more 
variation in productivity in waste collection is explained in the 
equation.
2
But we cannot use R in our analysis if our observations include only a
2
sample from the whole population, because the sample R is not equal to
2 (31)
the population R . In this case Cohen & Cohen argue that the 
2 2 
sample R is not a good estimate of the population R , and they add
2
that it is often desirable to have an estimate of the population R
2
which is more accurate than sample R .
2 2 J L  J L
The estimated population R is called Adjusted R (R ). R is smaller 
2
than sample R and its value is affected by the sample size and the
JL
number of independent variables. The value of R is less if the number 
of independent variables is high and when the sample size is small, and 
vice versa.
2
From the above discussion it is shown that we can use R to find out
how satisfactory the equations are in London Boroughs, Metropolitan
Districts and Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales, where all of the .
J L
population is used. Furthermore, we can use R in our analysis in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England where we used only a sample from the
whole population
The third is to use statistical tests to find out whether the equation 
is statistically significant or not (by using F-test) and to find out 
which of the independent variables are statistically significant (by 
using t-test).
The levels of significancy which were used in our analysis were 95% and 
99%.
The fourth is to build up a new equation to anticipate productivity in 
waste collection in the future. These equations are built by using 
only the variables which are statistically significant by 95% or by 
99%.
The fifth is applied only if the equation which includes all of the
variables in any area is not significant either by 95% or by 99%, and
all of the variables are not significant also. This case might occur
because the equation suffers from the problem of multicollinearity.
(32)
Multicollinearity is defined by Kim & Kohout when they note that it 
refers to the situation in which some or all of the independent 
variables are highly intercorrelated.
This means that the independent variables are highly correlated between 
themselves, and one of them could be expressed as a linear function of 
the others. In this case the regression coefficients become very 
sensitive to errors and so the equation becomes statistically 
insignificant.
To avoid this problem we have to remove the independent variables whose 
contributions in the equation are not significant, because of their
correlations with some other independent variables or because of some 
other reason. This is done by using the Stepwise program in the
computer.
(33)
It is mentioned in SPSS-X that this is done as follows:
1. The independent variables already in the equation are examined for 
removal. If the probability of F is larger than the removal 
criterion which is 0.10, the variable is removed.
2. The equation is recomputed again without the removed variable and 
the rest of the variables are examined for removal.
3. When no more independent variables need to be removed, all 
independent variables not in the equation are examined for entry. 
The variable with the smallest probability of F is entered if this 
value is smaller than the entry criterion which is 0.05 and the 
variable passes the tolerance tests which is 0.01.
4. When the variable or variables are entered into the equation, all 
variables in the equation are examined again for removal.
5. This process continues until no variables in the equation need to
be removed and no variables not in the equation are eligible for
entry, or until the maximum number of steps has been reached. The
maximum number of steps in this case is twice the number of
independent variables.
From the previous discussion it is found that this step is applied to 
build a significant equation if the previous one is not significant and 
the new equation is built by using the Stepwise program in the
computer.
1.9 The Limitations of the Study
1. The time series study was done for only 6 years and this period of 
time might not be enough to make general results. This number of years 
was chosen because of the absence of data in 1977-78, before 1976-77 
and after 1983-84. So, the researcher cannot make this study for more 
than 6 years which includes 1978-79, 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83 
and 1983-84.
2. The measurement of productivity in the time series study does not 
take into account the change in quality of doing waste collection 
services from one year to another. The main reason for this is 
that the productivity in this case is measured in the whole of 
England and Wales which contains about 370 districts, and change 
in the quality of carrying out this service happens in some of 
these districts and not in all of them at the same time.
3. The time series study in waste collection in England and Wales is 
done without taking into account the change in the number of the 
districts which are included in Waste Collection Statistics in 
each year. The total number of districts are 328 in 1978-79, 342 
in 1979-80, 368 in 1980-81, 370 in 1981-82, 385 in 1982-83 and 369 
in 1983-84. But it is expected that the change in the number of 
the districts has little impact on productivity and the growth of 
productivity because most of the measurements in this case are 
relative figures and not absolute figures.
4. In making the cross section analysis the researcher does not use 
all of the expected variables. Some of these variables are 
excluded from this study because of the absence of the data, or 
because of other reasons. Therefore the variables which are used
in this study might be satisfactory or unsatisfactory in building 
statistical models in each area in England and Wales.
5. The values of some of our variables in cross section analysis are
measured indirectly because of the absence of direct measurements 
for these variables. These values are expected to be inaccurate 
and this too might affect the accuracy of our results.
6. It was found that the data of one variable was not available in
Waste Collection Statistics in 1983-84, and was available in the
statistics of the previous year.
In this case we preferred to use the data for 1982-83, rather than 
to remove this variable from our analysis. This data might be 
changed in 1983-84 and might affect the accuracy of our results.
1.10 The Organization of the Study
This research consists of seven chapters. The first chapter is the 
introduction which includes the meaning of the growth of productivity 
for different levels and for different people, the purposes of the 
study, the methodology used, the limitations and organization of the 
study.
The second chapter deals with the concept of the productivity, the 
importance of measuring it, the methods which are used on measuring it 
and the problems of measuring it.
The third chapter provides a summary about local government in England
and Wales which includes its nature, structure, functions and the 
measurements of the productivity of its activities.
The fourth chapter gives some details about waste collection in England 
and Wales which includes the nature of waste collection, the importance 
of dealing with it and the methods which are used in measuring its 
productivity.
The fifth chapter examines the relationship between the different 
methods which are used in measuring the productivity in England and 
Wales during a period of time. This period starts in 1978-79 until 
1983-84.
s^xt:h chapter provides some details about the productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales in 1983-84. This chapter shows the 
independent variables, the relationships between these variables and 
the productivity in waste collection, how these variables are 
satisfactory to represent the productivity in waste collection and the 
equations which could be used to estimate the productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales.
The seventh and last chapter of this research presents a general 
conclusion of the study which includes the results and recommendations 
of this study.
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CHAPTER II
THE CONCEPT OF PRODUCTIVITY
2 1 Introduction
Productivity as a concept differs from production. Production concerns 
output only while productivity concerns the relationship between 
output and input , therefore the growth of productivity varies from the 
growth of production.
The growth of production means an increase in output , while the growth 
of productivity means an increase in output per unit of input. In this 
case Thorpe points out that;
"Productivity refers not to an increase in the outputs of a 
concern over a given period of time but rather to an increase 
in the relative output from a given input." (1)
Both production and productivity are looking to the same thing 
(output) but in different ways. Production is looking at it as an 
absolute figure while productivity is looking at it as a relative 
figure to one or more of the inputs of production process. 
Productivity is measured in the form of ratios^ the output is always
the numerator of these ratios.
Therefore it is expected that a kind of relationship has to be between
production from one side and productivity from the other. This 
relationship has to be positive, which means that an increase in 
production has to be accompanied by an increase in productivity and the 
increase in productivity has to be accompanied by an increase in
production and vice versa.
This relationship is always expected to be correct under one condition, 
which is that the other variables (inputs) have not changed. If the 
quantity or the quality of the inputs have changed. the relationship
between production and productivity might be changed also.
For instance the growth in production is sometimes accompanied by a 
reduction in productivity if there is an increase in the quantity of 
one or more of the inputs with a higher rate than the increase in 
output. And the growth of productivity is sometimes accompanied by a 
decrease in the production (output), if there is a reduction in the 
quantity of one or more of its inputs with a higher rate than the 
growth of productivity.
The growth of productivity is more desirable than the growth of 
production (output) because productivity is related more to efficiency 
and effectiveness which will be discussed in the next part of the 
chapter.
2*2 The Importance of Measuring Productivity
Productivity is an important factor in measuring the employees' 
performance and companies’ performance. This means that the growth in 
productivity is always due to an improvement in performance if the 
other variables are constant, so the words productivity and performance 
are often used interchangeably.
Productivity is seen as a measurement for both efficiency and
(2)
effectiveness, which are defined by Du Brin when he notes that 
efficiency refers to the amount of resources consumed to achieve its 
output, while effectiveness refers to goals and objectives.
From this quotation it is found that the relationship between 
productivity and efficiency is clear because they are both concerned 
with the output and input of production process and the relationship
between output and input, while the relationship between productivity 
and effectiveness is not so clear.
Productivity in any year has to be compared with the productivity of 
previous years, or by the productivity of different companies, or by 
the productivity standards, etc., to be seen as a measurement of 
effectiveness. Productivity is therefore defined as efficiency in 
producing goods and services in one unit of time, while it is seen as a 
measurement of effectiveness by comparing the current output/input with 
that of a previous base.
(3)
This view is supported by Balk when he argues that productivity 
consists of two sets of relationships, the first is called efficiency 
and the other effectiveness. In addition, he notes that efficiency is 
the relationship of quantity and content of output to input, while 
effectiveness is the relationship of output or productivity to goals 
and desired standard of quantity and the content of output or 
productivity.
It is shown from the previous discussion that the measurement of 
productivity is seen as a measurement of employees’ performance and 
companies’ performance, because it is seen as a measurement of 
efficiency and effectiveness. But there are many other purposes for 
measuring productivity. These purposes are mentioned by Kendrick when 
he points out that:
’’The measurement of past productivity changes has value as a 
background for budgeting/and longer-term projections of 
resource requirements and costs within organizations. But I 
believe that productivity measurement is even more important 
in increasing ’’productivity-mindedness" and focusing 
management thinking on ways and means of cutting real unit 
costs and thus enhancing productivity advance in the future.”(4)
In this quotation it is shown that the measurement of productivity is
an important tool for planning and controlling. But the most important
purpose for measuring productivity is to improve productivity in the
(5)
future. In this case Crane notes that measurement is an important 
factor in productivity improvement, without it it would not be clear 
whether productivity has indeed improved.
The measurement of productivity does not only cause a growth in 
productivity, because it needs some following procedures to know why 
productivity has increased or decreased, to choose the correct policies 
which are expected to cause an increase in productivity in the future. 
This view is supported by Joint Federal Productivity Project when they 
point out that:
"Productivity measurement would be rather meaningless if it 
consisted only of gathering statistics and adding up the 
results. The important questions are what do the indices 
reveal and what are they used for after they are developed? 
Explaining the cause of change - so that the future may learn 
from the past - may be the most valuable use of productivity 
measurement." (6)
It is shown in previous discussions that the measurement of 
productivity is very important for many reasons. Therefore the methods 
which are used in measuring productivity will be discussed in the 
following part of this chapter.
2.3 The Measurement of Productivity
The methods which are used in measuring productivity depend on the 
production process which is shown in Figure 2.1.
Figure 2.1 The Production Process
Inputs of:
Capital s Process Output (Production)
Labour r
Materials and 
Services
From this figure production could be defined as a process designed to 
transform a set of input elements into a specific set of output 
elements. Inputs are defined by the resources which are used to
achieve a given purpose, and the output is defined by the level of
achievement.
As mentioned before productivity concerns the relationship between 
output and its inputs. Therefore it is always measured in a ratio
form. In this ratio the output is always the numerator while one or
more of its inputs is the denominator.
As shown in Figure 2.1 the inputs of any production process are 
capital, labour, materials and services used. Therefore productivity 
is always measured by dividing the output by one or more of these 
variables. This view is supported by Mark when he points out that:
"Productivity measures can be grouped into two broad classes.
The first expresses productivity as the relation of output to 
one type of input such as labour, capital, or energy, and the 
second expresses productivity as the relationship of output 
to a combination of inputs." (7)
From the previous discussion it is found that there are many ratios 
which could be used in measuring productivity. The choice of one or
more than one depends on the purpose of measuring productivity. If
this is to measure the total productivity the output has to be divided
by (capital + labour + materials and services used). In this case 
(8)
James notes that in the case of total productivity measurement, 
output is always related to all resources used - labour, capital and 
materials.
If the purpose is to measure the capital productivity, the output has 
to be divided by the capital employed. If the purpose is to measure 
the material productivity, the output has to be divided by the 
materials and services used, and if the purpose is to measure labour 
productivity, the output has to be divided by one of labour’s aspects.
These cases are shown in the following equations:
Total productivity = output/(capital, labour, material
and services)
Capital productivity = output/capital used
Material productivity = output/materials and services used
Labour productivity = output/one of labours aspects
Measuring labour productivity is the commonest form of measuring 
productivity. The main reasons for this are as follows:
1. Labour aspects which are the number of workers, the total workers’ 
hours and wages and salaries, are easier to measure than the other 
aspects, such as capital, materials and services used.
2. Managers and employers are always anxious to measure labour 
productivity which means the measurement of employees' performance, 
and the improvement of that performance from one period to another.
3 Labour productivity is always used by workers' unions in their 
negotiations with the government or with employers to raise wages 
and salaries because the improvement in labour productivity is the 
key element of the growth in wages and salaries.
The growth in labour productivity does not always reflect the 
employees' performance because growth might have occurred owing to some 
other variables. These are the use of more technologised machines, or 
the use of better quality materials and services. Therefore Eilon 
points out that
"To most people 'productivity' simply means the ratio of 
output per man (or man-hour) but such a measure taken in 
isolation has the implication that labour is the only input 
to an industrial enterprise whereas other inputs (such as 
materials and capital) have in fact their contributions to 
make-" (9)
In the same case Rees notes that
"As is well known changes in measures of multifactor 
productivity reflect changes in efficiency in the use of all 
measured inputs rather than in the use of labor inputs alone-
A measure of labor productivity can sometimes rise only
because capital services or intermediate goods are being 
substituted for labor." (10)
Therefore labour productivity reflects only the employees' performance 
and the improvement of that performance if the other variables are 
constant. Despite the impact of the other variables on labour 
productivity, this measurement is always used to measure the employees’ 
performance.
Labour productivity is always measured either in physical terms or in
financial terms. Some writers prefer to use physical terms and some
others prefer to use financial terms. In this case McGuigan and Mayor
note that:
"Because of the problems associated with changing price 
levels over time and differing supply and demand conditions 
in the markets for inputs and outputs, it is generally 
preferable to measure the variables in the production 
function, in so far as possible, in terras of physical units 
rather than monetary values." (11)
According to this quotation, the writers prefer to use physical terms 
in measuring productivity to avoid the changing of price levels for 
reasons beyond the control of the company. These reasons are the 
changing of inflation rate and supply and demand conditions.
In physical terras the output which is measured physically is divided by 
either the total number of workers or by the total man-hours. The use 
of physical terms is suffering from some problems. These problems are 
mentioned as follows:
1. This term is very difficult to apply in the companies which produce 
different kinds of products, because we cannot add the outputs for 
different kinds of products to each other (for instance we cannot 
add oranges to apples).
2. Even if the company produces one kind of product, we cannot use 
labour productivity which is measured physically for comparing the 
performance between different years, if there is any change in the 
quality of that product in these years. The quality of any product 
is expected to change due to the change of consumers’ demand or 
because of new technology.
3. We cannot make comparisons between the productivity of two
companies or more, unless they produce the same kind of product 
with the same quality.
4. The measuring of inputs in physical terras which are the total 
number of workers or the total man-hours does not take into account 
the use of different workers' skills or the change of these skills 
from one year to another.
As the result of these problems the financial terms are preferred to be 
used in measuring labour productivity. In this case the output which 
is measured financially (sales value of production) is divided by the 
total wages and salaries.
According to this terra the previous problems are solved because (1) we 
can add the output of different kinds of products, which are measured 
financially, to each other, (2) we can compare productivity between
different years or between different companies, even if there are
different kinds of products with different qualities, and (3) wages and 
salaries reflect the different skills, because better worker skills
mean higher wages and salaries and vice versa.
This does not mean that the financial terms in measuring productivity 
are a panacea. This means that although these terms are better than the 
physical terras, they are still suffering from some problems, which are 
discussed as follows.
Firstly these measurements reflect not only the employees’ performance 
but also the impact of the other variables on productivity. The other 
variables, as mentioned before, are capital, materials and services 
used.
Capital changing means the change in technology which is used in the 
company. The change in technology is the most important factor which 
has a great impact on productivity, because this change always means a
high growth of productivity. It is expected that there is no change in 
technology during the short term. This view is supported by Salter & 
Reddaway when they point out that:
"Once the appropriate technique has been decided and 
investment has taken place in the necessary equipment, the 
production function is no longer relevant. From then on,
throughout the life of the equipment, factor substitution is 
of the short term variety, limited by the nature of the
equipment and not by restraints of technical knowledge." (12)
Therefore during the short term and during the life of the same 
equipment, productivity and the growth of productivity reflect the 
change in the quality of materials and services used, moreover in the 
change in employees’ performance. The impact of materials and services 
on productivity is declared by Dudick when he points out that:
"Increased productivity of labor through automation sometimes 
results in higher unit costs for material because of the
requirement for tighter material specification." (13)
It is shown in this quotation that the use of better quality materials 
and services has to be accompanied by an improvement in productivity. 
It is shown also that there is always a kind of relationship between 
the quality of these materials and services from one side, and their 
costs from the other. This means that the better quality the materials 
and services the more costly they are.
To avoid the impact of these materials and services on productivity,
their costs have to be subtracted from the sales value of production 
(the numerator of labour productivity equation). Therefore, this 
equation will be changed as follows:
Labour productivity = (sales value - costs of materials and
/ services used)
/ (total wages and salaraies)
The numerator of this equation is called the added value which is 
defined by Woodmansey when he notes that:
"Added value is difference between the value of goods 
produced or services rendered and the cost of the material 
and other purchased services." (14)
Therefore the labour productivity equation is changed as follows:
Labour productivity = added value/total wages and salaries
From the previous discussion it is expected that the last equation 
which depends on the added value is the best equation which reflects 
the labour performance and the change in this performance, because it 
excludes the effect of the other variables on labour productivity. 
This view is supported by Thor when he points out that:
"Many companies have gone beyond sales-related productivity 
ratios. Value-added (sales less purchased goods and services 
such as materials and energy) is for many purposes a better 
indicator of the scope of operations than is pure sales 
number. Value-added to labor could be a more useful 
productivity ratio than sales-to-labor." (15)
(16)
In the same case Wright adds that the ratio of value added per £1 
of labour cost is more useful in providing an indication of the use of
the employees.
Secondly, despite the advantages of using value-added in measuring 
labour productivity, it is still suffering from the second problem. 
This problem is that labour productivity which is measured in financial 
terms is suffering from the problem of inflation. This problem will be 
discussed in the following part of this chapter, which is called The 
Impact of Inflation on Productivity.
2*4 The Impact of Inflation on Productivity
From the previous discussion it was found that the variables which are 
used in measuring labour productivity are: sales value, costs of
materials and total wages. Each one of these variables is measured in 
financial terms, so they are affected by the change of monetary values 
as the result of inflation.
Inflation is defined by a continuous increase in an overall index of 
prices, so to measure the real productivity and the real growth of 
productivity, the impact of inflation has to be eliminated from each 
variable. This view is supported by Dee when he points out that:
"Sales figures and cost of goods sold figures change with 
time. They change because of operations and they change 
because of inflation. Without the effects of inflation, all 
of these figures could be compared directly and a firm’s 
growth and profitaility could be ascertained." (17)
(18)
In the same case O ’Neil adds that the price changes must be 
eliminated from the calculation for any measurement of productivity to 
be meaningful.
It is shown in these two quotations that each of the productivity 
variables has to be deflated to avoid the impact of inflation and to 
measure the real productivity and the real growth in productivity. To
deflate these variables we can use one or more of the price indices 
which are defined by Goldschmidt & Admon when they point out that
"An index is a ratio between two measurements- A price index 
is a ratio between the price of an object (or a group of
objects) on a given date and the price on the base date It
expresses the change in the price level of the object (or 
group of objects) during the period in question " (19)
It is found in this quotation that the price indices express the change
in price level of the object or group of objects over two years. The
first year is called the base year and the second year is called the 
comparison year, so the price index is a ratio between the price or the 
prices in the comparison year and the price or the prices in the base 
year for one object or a group of objects^ and it reflects the price 
levels and the changing of price levels during these two years.
Price indices are classified for two main types of indices. These two 
types are the general price indices and the specific price indices. 
The general price indices reflect the decrease in monetary values in 
the whole economy as a result of inflation on all goods and services.
The specific price indices reflect the change in prices in one or more 
of particular types of goods and services. But the change in the level 
of prices which is declared by using the specific price indices, does
not only reflect the change in monetary values as the result of
inflation but it reflects also the change in price level as the result 
of the change in consumer tastes, technological improvements^ natural 
or artificial changes in the supply of particular products,, and so on.
The purpose of deflating the productivity variables is to eliminate 
only the impact of the change in monetary values on these variables.
From the previous discussion of the two types of price indices,, we
notice that the general price indices are more related to this purpose 
than the specific price indices. Therefore, one of the general price 
indices has to be used to deflate each variable of the productivity
variables.
(20)
This view is supported by Tamari when he notes that the monetary
values have to be deflated by the same indicator of inflation to be
able to explain whether the changes in any ratio result from factors
inherent in the firm alone or whether they are a part of general
economic conditions in the economy or the industrial subsector in which
(21)
the firm operates. In the same case Goldschmidt & Admon add that 
the general price indices are the best measure of change in the 
purchasing power of money.
But as the result of the changing of the price level each year the
general price indices have to be used after making new continuous
indices by its values at the base year and multiplying by 100.
2-5 Summary and Conclusion
In this chapter it is shown that productivity and the growth of 
productivity are used as measurements for employees' performance and 
companies’ performance, because they are seen as measurements for both 
efficiency and effectiveness. The measurement of productivity is also 
an important factor for the improvement of productivity in the future, 
if it follows a procedure to find out why productivity has increased or 
decreased.
Productivity is measured by dividing the output of any production 
process by one or more of its inputs and that depends on the purpose of 
study. The most common purpose in this case is to measure the
employees' performance so that the output has to be divided by one of 
labour aspects which are the number of workers, man-hours and wages and 
salaries.
Labour productivity could be measured either in physical terras or in 
financial terms. But the use of physical terms produces many problems, 
so financial terras is recommended to be used according to the following 
equation:
Labour productivity = value-added/total wages and salaries 
where :
Added-value = sales value of production - costs of
materials and services used
To measure the real productivity it is recommended that each of its 
variables has to be deflated by using one of the general price indices 
after making new continuous indices by its values at the base year and 
multiplying by 100.
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CHAPTER III
THE PRODUCTIVITY MEASUREMENTS OF LOCAL
GOVERNMENT SERVICES IN ENGLAND AND WALES
3 -1 The Nature of Local Government in the U.K.
Local government is defined as a part of the government dealing with 
local problems which are the results of the changing of the 
environmental conditions for each local government area. Each area is 
suffering from its own problems which might differ from the problems of 
other areas.
Some areas are suffering from a high level of unemployment, some from 
poor housing conditions, others from high population, while others are 
suffering from the increasing number of certain social groups such as 
the elderly, coloured immigrants, pre-school children and so on.
Therefore, local government areas vary not only in the numbers of
problems, but also in the nature of those problems. So each local
authority has to deal with its own problems which might differ from
(1)
those of other areas. This view is supported by Greenwood, et al,
when they note that the local authority has to respond to its
particular combination of environmental problems and it has to organize
(2)
itself in order to handle these problems. In the same case Bogdanor
adds that local authorities are better placed to determine the needs of
communities than central government.
The previous discussion shows that local government is able to deal 
with its own problems better than central government, because central 
government is too far removed from the local problems. So the U.K. is 
divided into many areas, each of which deals with its own problems by 
its local authorities. The local authorities in each area consist 
mainly of county councils and district councils, as will be shown in 
the following part of this chapter which is called the structure of
local government in England and Wales.
The administration of each council consists of a chairman (mayor), vice 
chairman (deputy mayor or alderman) and a number of councillors. Each 
one of these groups is elected by the communities in the area in which 
they are living. Therefore citizens can participate in governing 
themselves if they do desire and can participate in choosing their 
representatives (councillors) by voting in the election. In this 
connection Hondale points out that:
"Local governments are alleged to be more democratic than 
central governments because they are better equiped to 
represent the needs of individuals who can participate in 
decision making through locally elected councillors." (3)
After electing the council members, the council has to be divided into 
small units. These units are called committees, departments and 
groups. Each unit has to make decisions on behalf of citizens. Each 
decision must be taken with the agreement of the majority of each unit.
From the previous discussion it is shown that the local government 
members in the U.K. are always elected by a democratic system and also 
their decisions are always taken by a democratic system. But the 
succession of local government system depends to a great extent on the 
degree of the independency of local government from central government.
In the U.K. central government can control local government activities 
by two methods. The first one is that central government can change 
local government functions through parliament. In this case Sandford 
notes that:
"In a unitary state like the United Kingdom the position is 
different local governments derive their powers and
functions from the central government which could at any
time- by the ordinary process of legislation change the
power of local authorities or abolish them altogether."(4)
The second one is that central government could make a limitation of
local government functions, by reducing its financial support to local 
government activities. This financial support is called grants. 
Grants are paid by central government to meet the standard of living,
and it is determined by taking into account the desirable level of
local expenditure and the expected level of local incomes such as
rents, fees, and local taxation-
It has been mentioned before that these grants represent about 50% of 
local government incomes. So central government could control on local 
government activities by reducing their grants. Grants are divided in 
the UK .  into two main kinds. These kinds are specific, and general 
grants. Specific grants are paid to support one specific service and
must be spent only on this service, but general grants are paid to
finance the expenditures as a whole and they are not specified for any 
particular service.
It is better for central government to use the specific grants if it 
wants to take control of local government activities, and it is better 
for local government to receive general grants because it gives the 
councillors a greater chance to use the money on a.purposes they think 
is best for their local area.
To release the tension between local government and central government, 
it is better to expand the use of general grants rather than that of 
specific grants. Since 1958 in the U.K. the number of specific grants
has been decreased and the number of general grants has been 
increased.
From the previous discussion it is shown that central government in the 
U.K. has a great control on local government activities, through its 
financial support which represents about 50% of the local government 
income but that control started to be decreased since 1958 because of 
the reductions in specific grants and the increase in general grants.
3.2 The Structure of Local Government in England and Wales
The new structure of local government in England and Wales was created 
by a series of Acts of Parliament passed in the period 1972-74 and 
their associated regulations. In this new structure the public 
services are redistributed by removing some from local government 
control, a new pattern of local authority was created, and some 
additional institutions into the system were introduced. This new 
structure is shown in Figure 3.1.
This figure shows that the new structure of local government in England 
and Wales is divided mainly into four areas. These areas are Greater 
London, Metropolitan Areas - England, Non-Metropolitan Areas - England, 
and Non-Metropolitan Areas - Wales. It is shown too that Greater 
London and Metropolitan Areas - England are administered by the two 
tier structure, while Non-Metropolitan Areas - England and Non- 
Metropolitan Areas - Wales are administered by a three tier structure.
The two tier system consists of Greater London Council and London 
Boroughs in London, while it consists of County Councils and District 
Councils in Metropolitan Areas - England. The three tier system
Figure 3.1 The Structure of Local Government in England and 
Wales from April 1st, 1974.
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pertains moreover to Counties and Districts, Parishes in Non- 
Metropolitan Areas - England and Communities in Non-Metropolitan Areas - 
Wales.
The system is slightly different in London and Metropolitan Areas than 
in Non-Metropolitan Areas in England and Wales. In London the County is 
called the Greater London Council and the Districts are known as London 
Borough Councils. In Metropolitan Areas the Counties are called 
Metropolitan County Councils and the Districts are called Metropolitan 
District Councils. In Non-Metropolitan Areas in England and Wales, 
Counties are called Non-Metropolitan County Councils, Districts are 
called Non-Metropolitan District Councils, Parishes are called Non- 
Metropolitan Parish Councils and Communities are called Non-Metropolitan 
Community Councils.
The main criteria which are used in dividing these areas into four are 
the size of population and the divisions between rural and urban areas. 
The variations in the numbers of the population between these four 
areas at the time of introducing this new system are shown in Table 
3.1.
It is seen from this table that outside London the population in the 
Metropolitan Areas is higher than the population in Non-Metropolitan 
Areas - England, which are higher than the population in Non- 
Metropolitan Areas - Wales.
Outside London the largest urban areas and the highest population areas 
are called Metropolitan Areas. These areas embrace the main industrial 
areas in England and Wales which contain West Midlands, Merseyside, the 
Manchester Area, South and West Yorkshire, and the Tyne and Wear Area. 
Metropolitan areas are governed by a system which is very similar to the
Table 3.1 Population Ranges of Each Type of Authority in 
England and Wales in 1973.
Type of Authority Lowest Population Highest Population
Metropolitan Counties 1,198,380 
(Tyne and Wear)
2,785,640 
(West Midlands)
Non-Metropolitan Counties - 
England
109,680 
(Isle of Wight)
1,434,960
(Kent)
Non-Metropolitan Counties - 
Wales
98,370
(Pawys)
536,080 
(Mid Glamorgan)
London Boroughs 138,620 
(Kingston-upon- 
Thames)
332,880
(Croydon)
Metropolitan Districts 172,990 
(South Tyneside)
1,087,660
(Birmingham)
Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
England
24,060
(Teeside)
421,800
(Avon)
Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
Wales
18,670
(Radnor)
285,760
(Cardiff)
Source: Seeley, I.H., 1978, Local Government Explained, The
Macmillan Press, London, p.34.
Note: The data which is mentioned in this table was taken from
NALGO Education Department.
local government system, because they are highly urbanized areas and 
highly populated areas.
Non-Metropolitan Areas in England and Wales are very similar to each 
other because both consist of urban and rural areas and their 
populations are less than the population of Metropolitan Areas. The 
only difference between them is that the size of the population in 
England is higher than the size of the population in Wales.
The urban areas in Non-Metropolitan Areas in England and Wales are 
administered by District Councils while the rural areas are directed by 
Parishes in England and Communities in Wales. These Parishes and 
Communities are found outside the larger towns and major urban areas. 
The Parishes and Communities are administered by elected councils if the 
population is more than 300 persons, but they are directed by Parish 
meetings or Community meetings if the population is less than 300.
From the previous discussion it is shown that London and Metropolitan 
Areas are conducted by the two-tier system, while Non-Metropolitan 
Areas in England and Wales are conducted by the three-tier system. So 
the success or failure of this system depends mainly on the relationship 
between the upper level and lower level of the system.
The third-tier system in England and Wales which i$ Parishes and 
Communities is not very common, so most of the writers talk about the 
relationship between the two-tier system by setting down the third-tier 
system. In this case Keith-Lucas & Richards point out that :
"The success of a two-tier system would depend upon good
relations between counties and districts. The basic 
difficulty surrounding a two-tier arrangement is the 
possibility of friction and rivalry between the two levels. 
Decisions have to be made about who is responsible for 
what."(5)
The above quotation declares that the friction between the two levels 
happens only if the functions of each level are not clear. Some of the 
local government functions in England and Wales are conducted
completely by the Counties, some others are conducted completely by 
the Districts and some others by the sharing of Counties and Districts. 
When the functions are conducted by the sharing of the upper and lower
level, there is always friction between the two levels because in this
case no one knows who is responsible for what.
The functions of local government in England and Wales and the 
responsibility of these functions will be shown in the next part of 
this chapter.
3.3 The Local Government Functions in England and Wales
Local government in the U.K. and also in England and Wales is a multi­
purpose activity. Every local government has many jobs to do and a 
variety of services to provide. Therefore, Stewart points out that :
"The local authority is or can be the main instrument of 
urban management. Our cities and towns can today be regarded 
as in part the creation of the local authority. The local 
authority may own a third of property, may have built a third 
of the buildings; it will have built the road system and 
allocated the land. It educates the children and deals with 
the problems of the elderly, handicapped and deprived. It 
licences, it approves, it controls, it governs many 
activities."(6)
The above quotation declares that local government in the U.K. carries 
out many activities, therefore it plays a big part in the U.K. 
economy. This view is supported by Sandford when he notes that:
"Local government is big business. In 1982, on current and 
capital account together, local government collectively spent 
over £33,000 million, serviced a capital debt of some £36,000 
million and employed 3 million persons. Local authorities, 
individually, are amongst the biggest landlords and 
landowners in the country."(7)
The previous discussion shows that local government in the U.K. plays a 
great part in the economy by dealing with many different functions. 
These functions are divided into many divisions. Each division depends 
on the criterion which the writer used in dividing these functions and 
what he is looking for in these functions.
(8)
For instance, Byrne divides these functions into five categories. 
These categories are protective, environmental, personal, amenity and 
trading services. And he notes that protective services seek to 
protect people from various dangers and it includes police, fire,
consumer protection and diseases of animals and licensing.
In addition to this he adds that environmental services control and 
improve the physical environment and it includes environmental health, 
highways, traffic and transport, planning and emergencies.
Furthermore, he adds that personal services seek to enhance personal 
welfare, which includes education, careers, personal social services
and housing.
Moreover, he adds that amenity services provide leisure time for 
citizens; this includes sports facilities, museums, galleries,
theatres and camp sites.
Finally he adds that trading services are the services for which the
local authorities make commercial charges, which include markets,
transport facilities and small holdings.
(9)
In the same case Richards classified the local government functions 
into four groups. These groups are (1) protective services, which 
protect people from various dangers by providing fire brigades, police 
forces, main drainage systems, refuse removal, food inspectors, weights 
and measures inspectors and the licensing of public premises, (2) 
communal services which provide benefits for all such as the provision 
of roads, street lighting, planning and leisure services, (3) personal 
services which gives direct assistance to individuals, such as 
education and welfare services, and (4) trading services which includes
public transport facilities and airports.
From the previous classifications for local government functions by 
Byrne and Richards, we can note that there are some differences between 
the main classifications and there are some differences in the 
functions which are included in each group. The same thing will happen 
again if the classification of any other writer is taken, so the 
researcher prefers to depend on the official classification for local 
government functions in England and Wales.
This official classification is mentioned in the Department of the
(10)
Environment Welsh Office . In this Department local, government 
functions in England and Wales are classified mainly into seven groups. 
The first group is education and libraries etc. This group includes 
education, library service and museums and art galleries. The second 
group is health and social services, which includes part health and 
personal social services.
The third group is law, order and protective services, which includes 
police, fire, administration of justice and civil defence. The fourth 
group is local transport which includes public passenger transport and 
highways and other transport. The fifth group is housing which 
includes advances under housing and SDA Acts and other housing.
The sixth group is employment, which includes careers service 
administration and sheltered employment and workers. The seventh 
group is local environment services which includes refuse collection, 
refuse disposal, recreation, parking and swimming baths, environmental 
health, general administration, town and county planning, agriculture 
and fisheries, cemeteries and crematoria, consumer protection and
miscellaneous services.
These functions are carried out by counties or districts or both, by 
setting aside the minor authorities - the Parishes in England and 
Communities in Wales - as mentioned before. So the local government 
functions in England and Wales are carried out by Greater London 
Council and/or London Boroughs, Metropolitan County Councils and/or 
Metropolitan District Councils, and Non-Metropolitan County Councils 
and/or Non-Metropolitan District Councils.
These functions are distributed between Counties and Councils according 
to many bases. The first base, is that of the expense of the service. 
According to that basic the more expensive the service the more need 
for the authorities with greater financial resources. So the more 
expensive services need to be carried out by the Counties.
The second base is the uniformity of the service and the need for more 
control by central government. In this case the service has to be 
conducted by the County rather than the District. The police is an 
obvious example of this kind of service.
The third basd- is the relationship between the service and local 
environment. If this relationship is very high, the service has to be 
done by the Districts and not by the Counties. These kinds of 
activities are such as housing and local amenities.
As the result of applying the previous basis in England and Wales, the 
functions are distributed between Counties and Districts as shown in 
the following figures 3.2 and 3.3.
Figure 3.2 The Functions of the County Councils in England 
and Wales from April 1st, 1974.
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Figure 3.3 The Functions of the District Councils in 
England and Wales from April 1st, 1974.
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It is shown in Figures 3.2 and 3.3 that there are many differences in 
distributing the functions between Counties and Districts in the four 
areas. For instance, we notice in London that London Boroughs 
(Districts) are doing most of local government functions, while the 
Greater London (County) is carrying out just a few local government 
functions.
Inversely, in Non-Metropolitan Areas in England and Wales most local 
government functions are carried out by the Counties and fewer numbers 
of functions are carried out by the Districts. In Metropolitan Areas 
local government functions which are conducted by the Counties are 
almost equal to local government functions which are conducted by the 
Districts.
It is shown too in Figures 3.2 and 3.3 that some local government 
functions in England and Wales are carried out either by the County 
Councils, such as highways or by the District Councils, such as 
environmental health and there are some other functions which are 
conducted by the sharing between Counties and Districts, such as 
planning and recreation. These functions which are carried out by the 
sharing of Counties and Districts are always in need of high co­
operation between the two authorities to avoid the duplication of 
expensive services.
These services which are carried out by Counties or by Districts or 
both are always looking to different Government Departments f pr 
guidance, advice or direction. In this connection Jefferies points out 
that :
"The police look to the Home Office, education to the 
Department of Education and Science, trading standards to the 
Department of Trade, highways to the Department of Transport, 
planning to the Department of Environment."(11)
So the local authorities carry out local government functions in the
U.K. and also in England and Wales with the assistance of central 
government through its departments.
These functions vary over time, either in the allocation of new 
activities such as consumer protection services, or because of 
transferring the function to other bodies such as the transferring of 
the water supply to the new water authorities.
3.4 Measuring the Productivity of Local Government 
Functions in England and Wales
It was shown in the previous chapter that it is important to measure 
productivity because measuring productivity is seen as a measurement of 
efficiency and effectiveness. The measurement of productivity could 
bring about the improvement in productivity if it is followed by 
procedures to find out why productivity has increased or decreased.
It was shown too in the previous chapter that productivity is measured
mainly by two terms. These terms are physical and financial. It is
recommended that using financial terms is better in measuring 
productivity rather than physical terms, because in many cases physical 
terms are very difficult to be applied.
But the measurement of productivity in financial terms depends mainly 
on the sales value of the output, while the outputs of local government 
functions in the U.K., and in England and Wales are mostly not for
sale. Local government provides these services mostly free of charge 
or with a very small charge compared to its cost. In this case Hamblin 
& Adams point out that:
"The local authority is not selling the service to the
consumer at all. Although the customer pays for the service 
through rates and taxes, the level of payment by an
individual consumer is unrelated to the level of
consumption."(12)
(13)
In the same case Byrne notes that the fees for local government
services often take into account the individuals' ability to pay, but
(14)
seldom covers its full cost. Hepworth adds that some of the
charges are to prevent the abuse of the services and at the same 
time not to prevent those who need the service from receiving it.
From the above quotations it is shown that local government services 
are provided for the people in the U.K. and also in England and Wales,
may be free of charge or with a very low charge compared to its
cost. The main reason for this is not to prevent the person who needs 
the service from receiving it. It is shown too that the local 
government services are financed mainly by rates and taxes which are 
not related to the level of the service.
Therefore the sales value cannot be used in measuring the productivity
in local government activities, and the only method which can be used
in measuring the productivity in financial terms is the cost value for 
the output of local government activities.
But even costs cannot be used to give a satisfactory measurement for 
productivity and the growth in productivity in local government 
activities, because costs in this case are expected to be uneconomic as
the result of the expected inefficiency in local government activities 
as it is a part of the public sector, for the reasons which are 
mentioned in the first chapter of this research. These reasons are 
such as the lack of competition, goals, control, and so on.
It was found in the previous discussion that we cannot use either the 
sales value or the costs in making a satisfactory measurement of 
productivity in local government activities. Therefore, we have to 
depend on physical terras in measuring productivity in this case.
Productivity in physical terms is measured by dividing the output of 
the production process by its input, by measuring both the output and 
input in physical terras. Input is mostly measured physically by the 
number of workers or by the number of man-hours, and there is no 
problem whatsoever in measuring these variables.
The problem appears to be in measuring the output of local government 
activities in physical terms, because the output of local government 
activities, as it is a part of the public sector, has tangible and 
intangible characteristics, as mentioned before. As the result of this 
it is found that the measurement of output of local government 
activities is judgemental. This means that there is no single 
quantitative measure of the output of their activities because of the 
absence of a direct quantifiable entity which describes a unit of their 
services.
In this case Ardolini & Hohenstein point out that :
"It is often difficult to define and quantify the outputs of 
government organizations since they usually do not produce 
clearly specified physical products such as those in the 
goods-producing sectors of the private economy."(15)
This quotation shows that it is difficult to measure the output of the 
government sector and also on the local government activities, because 
of the absence of the clear physical products as in the private sector.
Furthermore, it is difficult to take into account the changing of the 
qualities in measuring the output of local government services. The 
importance and the difficulty of measuring the qualities of the output
of local government services are mentioned by Ross & Burkhead when they 
note that :
"Without a direct price, holding quality constant or making 
the necessary adjustments to correct for quality changes 
becomes very complex. Yet without the necessary quality 
adjustments, estimates of quantity changes can be very 
misleading."(16)
It is shown in the above quotation that it is difficult to measure the 
quality of local government services, and without taking the quality 
into account the measurement of the output of these services is 
meaningless.
But there is no one measurement which takes into account the quantity 
and quality of the output of local government activities. Thus we 
cannot use only one measurement in this case, actually we need far more 
than one measurement to give enough information on the quantity and 
quality of doing these services. This view is supported by Hatry when 
he points out that :
"It is becoming apparent that the complexities of government 
services require multiple productivity measurements for each 
service in order to provide a comprehensive perspective on 
how productivity is progressing. Seldom : does a single 
measure capture enough information to provide government 
officials or the public with a satisfactory perspective."(17)
It is mentioned in this quotation that we need to use more than one 
measurement for the output of local government activities to give 
enough information to the people who are interested in this area. To 
declare this view we have to discuss how to measure the output of some 
of the local government activities in England and Wales. For example 
what are the outputs of the following services - education, police, 
housing, fire control, street lighting, courts, recreation, public 
libraries, transportation, street maintenance and street parking?
The output of education services could be measured by pupil-days and by 
the number of pupils. But these measurements are not enough to measure 
how successful the education system is, because the usefulness of the 
education system differs from one pupil to another. Therefore we have 
to use some additional measurements which can be used to measure the 
usefulness of the education system.
These additional measurements are : (1) the number of hours spent in
the class, (2) the amount of material covered in those hours, (3) 
teacher-pupil ratios, (4) the availability of well-trained teachers, 
(5) the number of pupils who reach a certain standard of education, (6) 
the examination successes and the standard of these successes, (7) 
continuation or drop-out rates in the education system, (8) the 
expected increase in the pupil’s future productivity, and (9) the 
expected increase in the pupil’s future income.
We can measure the output of police services by the number of 
observation-hours, calls, crimes investigated and the number of : 
arrests. But these measurements do not give any indication of the 
standard, purpose, or effectiveness of doing these services. So we
have to use some additional measurements to gauge the quality of these 
services.
These additional measurements are: (1) crime rates and the changes in
crime rates, (2) the average seriousness of crimes, (3) the losses due 
to crimes, (4) the number and rate of persons physically injured or 
killed in crimes, (5) the number and the percentage of arrests which 
lead to convictions, (6) population serviced per policeman, (7) the 
response time of calls, (8) number of reported incidents or complaints 
of police misbehaviour, and (9) the citizen’s feeling of security.
The output of housing services is measured by the number of new houses 
built to a certain standard within a given period of time. But this 
measurement does not take into account the other activities in the same 
aspect such as building houses of a lesser standard or the patching up 
of old property, or giving loans or mortgages to council tenants and 
people on the housing list to enable them to buy private houses. 
Therefore, we must use some other measurements.
These measurements are: (1) the number of people who are registered in
the housing list, (2) the change in the number of those people, (3) 
response time for the people in the housing list to get new houses, (4) 
the number of families who are newly housed, (5) the number of people 
who are given loans and mortgages to buy private houses, and (6) the 
change in the number of people who are given loans and mortgages to buy 
private houses.
The output of fire control is measured by the number of fire calls and 
the number of inspections. But to measure the quality of carrying out 
these services we have to use some other measurements.
These . other measurements are : (1) the number of fires and the change
in these numbers, (2) the average seriousness of fires, (3) the losses 
due to fires, (4) the injuries and lives lost in these fires, (5) the 
response time for fire calls, (6) population served per fire-fighter, 
(7) the availability of special equipment (e.g. fire boats, 
helicopters), (8) the number of fire stations, (9) the average number 
of crew per vehicle, and (10) the number and type of fire vehicles.
The output of street lighting is measured by using the number of acres 
which are covered by the lighting system, and by the change in this 
number over a period of time. But these measurements do not give any 
indication about the impact of the lighting system in society. This 
impact is measured by using some additional measurements.
These additional measurements are (1) the change in accident rates, 
because it is expected that this rate in lighted streets is less than 
than in non-lighted streets, (2) change in burglary rates because it is 
expected that this rate in lighted streets is less than that in non­
lighted streets, and (3) the people’s feeling of satisfaction in this 
service.
The output of courts activities is measured by using the number of 
cases resolved. But this measurement does not measure the quality of 
these activities, so we need to use some additional measurements in 
this case.
These additional measurements are : (1) the delay time until
resolution, (2) the correctness of disposition, (3) the number of 
convictions, and (4) the number of plea-bargain reduced sentences.
We can measure the output of recreation activities by using the number 
of acres used for recreational activities and the number of those 
attending recreational areas. But we need to use some additional
measurements to measure the quality of these activities.
These additional measurements are : (1) the number of different
activities, facilities or features available, (2) the amount of
recreation staff time spent on recreational programs or services, the 
conditions of the lawns, buildings, play areas, and other functional 
areas, (4) the citizen's perceptions of adequacy of recreational 
opportunities, (5) the crowdedness indices, and (6) the participant 
hours for each of the major activities or facilities.
The output of public library could be measured by the total number of
attendance, staff, books or items circulated. To measure the quality 
and effectiveness of public library services we have to use some
additional measurements.
These measurements are : (1) the library's selection of books, (2)
comfort, cleanliness, temperature, ventilation, crowdedness and noise 
in the library, (3) availability of reading room facilities, (4) 
availability of reference services, (5) staff's help to those who are 
using the available facilities, and (6) the percentage of attendance to 
the whole population.
The output of transportation services could be measured by miles of 
roadway, number of vehicles, seating capacities, miles of road surface 
constructed, number of street signs installed, and traffic volume in
various routes. The quality of these services is measured by using the
following measurements. These are : (1) travel time between major
i.
destinations, (2) duration of congestion, (3) convenience, comfort, 
safety, economy and maintenance of a habitable environment of the 
transportation vehicles, (4) adequacy of transportation vehicles, (5) 
satisfaction among citizens with the adequacy of these vehicles, (6) 
number of accidents, injuries and deaths related to the transportation
system, and (7) the losses due to traffic accidents.
The output of street maintenance is measured by using the square yards 
of repairs made. To measure the effectiveness and quality of this 
service, we can use some other measurements.
These measurements are : (1) change in traffic flow, (2) change in
accident rates, (3) smoothness and bumpiness of streets, (4) the 
change in travel times, (3) dust and noise during repairs, and (6) 
change in density of traffic.
The output of street parking could be measured by the total capacity of 
these areas. The quality of these services is measured by the 
following measurements. These are : (1) average occupancy as a ratio
of total capacity, (2) changes in parking offences, and (3) improvement 
in traffic flow.
3.5 Additional Measurements of Productivity in Local 
Government Functions in England and Wales
It was shown in the previous part of this chapter that we have to use 
many measurements to measure the productivity in local government 
activities in physical terms.
But the use of these measurements does not give enough indications for 
productivity and its growth for the different groups who are interested
in this area. These groups are, as mentioned before, central 
government, taxpayers, consumers, voters, councillors, workers and 
their unions.
Each one of these groups is looking to the growth in productivity in 
local government activities from different viewpoint. Central 
government, tax payers, consumers, voters and councillors are looking 
to the growth in productivity because it could mean the reduction in 
costs per unit of output, while the workers and their unions are 
looking to that growth from the viewpoint of its impact on wages and 
salaries and on the number of unemployed people.
Therefore it is recommended to use some other methods in measuring 
productivity, in addition to the physical terms. These methods are :
(1) costs per unit of output, (2) wages and salaries, and (3) the 
number of unemployed people.
3.6 Summary and Conclusion
It was found in this chapter that local government in England and Wales 
jis carrying out many different activities. These activities are 
divided officially into seven categories. These are : (1) education
and libraries etc., (2) health and social services, (3) law, order and 
protective services, (4) local transport, (5) housing, (6) employment* 
and (7) local environment services.
Some of these activities are carried out by the Counties, some others 
are carried out by the Districts, and some others by sharing between 
the Counties and Districts.
It is important to measure the productivity of local government 
activities, as well as the other activities, because measuring the 
productivity is seen as a measurement of efficiency and effectiveness 
for any activity. Furthermore, measuring productivity is important to 
find out the increase or decrease in productivity which might help in 
improving productivity in the near future.
We cannot measure the productivity in local government activities 
financially, because we cannot use either the sales value or the costs 
in measuring their output. We cannot use the sales value because most 
of local government services in England and Wales may be provided to 
the customers free of charge or with a very small charge compared with 
its costs.
We cannot use the costs, too, in measuring the outputs of local 
government activities in England and Wales, because it is expected that 
the costs of these activities are uneconomic costs as the result of the 
lack of competition, ownership, and so on.
So it was found that it is better to measure the output in local 
government activities in England and Wales physically, which is 
measured by dividing the output (in physical terms) by the input (in 
physical terms). But even in this case it is found that we have to use 
many measurements for the outputs, to give enough information for the 
quantity and quality of the output of any of the local government 
activities.
Additionally, it was found that these measurements do not give enough 
indication for productivity and its growth for the different groups who 
are interested in this area. Therefore, it is recommended to use the
following measurements, in addition to the previous ones. These 
measurements are : (1) costs per unit of output, (2) wages and
salaries, and (3) the number of unemployed people.
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CHAPTER IV
THE PRODUCTIVITY MEASUREMENTS IN WASTE
COLLECTION IN ENGLAND AND WALES
4.1 Introduction
The services of local government in England and Wales are divided 
officially as mentioned before into seven categories. These categories 
are: (1) education and libraries etc., (2) health and social services,
(3) law, order and protective services, (4) local transport, (5) 
housing, (6) employment, and (7) local environment services.
It is mentioned too that local environment services contain ten 
functions. These functions are: (1) refuse collection, (2) refuse
disposal, (3) recreation, parking and swimming baths, (4) environmental 
health, (5) general administration, (6) town and county planning, (7) 
agriculture and fisheries, (8) cemetries and creraetoria, (9) consumer 
protection, and (10) miscellaneous services.
Waste collection is one of the local government functions which aims to 
promote health by providing an environment free from the hazards and 
unpleasantness of uncollected waste, and to reduce the amount of 
inconvenience and danger to residents and businesses in handling and 
disposing of their waste.
In the following parts of this chapter the researcher will discuss the 
nature of this activity, the purposes of dealing with it, and how to 
measure its productivity.
4.2 The Nature of Waste Collection Activities in 
England and Wales
(1)
4.2.1 The Contents of Waste: According to Goddard waste is
material which has a low or no economic value (useful value). In the 
same case Savas adds that:
"Solid waste consists of discarded solid materials resulting 
from domestic and community activities and from industrial, 
commercial, and agricultural operations."(2)
In the same connection Bond & Straub note that:
"The term ’solid waste' means garbage, refuse and other 
discarded solid waste materials resulting from industrial, 
commercial, and agricultural operations, and from community 
activities."(3)
From the previous quotations we note that waste consists of low value 
materials which result from community, industrial,. agricultural and 
commercial activities. We also note that these low value materials 
consist of garbage, refuse and others (rubbish).
Garbage refers to waste which is produced during the preparation, 
cooking, or storage of meat, fruit, vegetables, etc. and it refers to 
waste which is produced from handling, storage and sale of food.
Refuse consists mainly of sweepings, dirt, leaves, catch basin dirt, 
contents of litter receptacles, bird excreta, dead animals, and 
unwanted cars and trucks left on public property.
Rubbish refers mainly to paper, cartons, boxes, barrels, wood, tree 
branches, yard trimmings, wood furniture, bedding, dunnage, metal, tin 
cans, metal furniture, glass, crockery and minerals.
4.2.2 The Purposes of Collecting and Disposing of Waste: Different
kinds of waste have to be collected and disposed of in a manner so that 
the public health of the community is protected. This requires the 
following three duties: (1) waste must be stored so that odour cannot
escape, insects and animals cannot have access to the waste, (2) it 
must be collected and transported so as to cause no unsightly
appearance or disagreeable odour, and (3) waste must be disposed of so 
that flies and insects cannot feed on the refuse, odours are not 
disseminated and dust and papers are not thrown around.
In rural areas the citizens are mostly responsible for carrying out 
these three duties. They sometimes collect their waste and set fire to 
it. But dealing with it in this manner may have a bad effect on health 
and it could be the cause of some dangerous fires and smog conditions.
So as the result of the increase in population and increase in 
urbanization, collecting and disposing of waste has been transferred to 
larger units (local authorities in England and Wales). These units have 
facilities and equipment to deal with these two jobs much better than 
the citizens.
These jobs are highly related to urbanization and population. In this
(4)
case Kimper & Quigly note that as populations have shifted from
rural to urban areas, the demand for collection has increased. In the
(5)
same case McFarland, et. al. add that it would be expected that as 
urbanization increases the quantity of solid waste also increases.
From the previous discussion it is shown that the local authorities in 
England and Wales are carrying out the two jobs which are related to 
population and urbanization for the following two reasons.
Firstly: the relationship between these jobs and public health. In
this case McFarland, et. al. point out that :
"The problem in public health has been and continues to be an 
identifying and controlling the conditions under which flies, 
mosquitoes, rodents and other vectors of disease are 
sustained by refuse in the household, the collection system, 
or disposal procedure."(6)
(7)
In the same case Blair, et. al., note that the main purpose of waste 
collection is promoting the health, safety and aesthetics of the 
community by providing an environment free from the hazards and 
unpleasantness of uncollected waste.
Secondly: to protect the community from the hazards which happen . if
people collect and dispose of their waste (fires and smog conditions).
4.2.3 The Relationship Between Collecting and Disposing of Waste in 
England and Wales: From the previous discussion, it was found that
there are two main tasks which have to be done in dealing with waste. 
These are collecting and disposing of waste. It is found too that 
these jobs are highly related to each other and the functions of 
dealing with any one job influences the functions of dealing with the 
other. So it is expected that both jobs should be carried out by the 
same authority.
But by looking at local government functions in England and Wales which 
were mentioned in Figures 3.2 and 3.3, we notice that waste collection 
is carried out by the Districts, while waste disposal is conducted by 
the Counties after the new Act of 1972 which came into operation in 
April 1974. In this case Richards points out that :
"The task of dealing with refuse split between the two tiers 
of authorities by the 1972 Act. Districts collected unwanted 
matter; counties dispose of it. Previously refuse had been
wholly a district concern as a part of their responsibility
for environmental health."(8)
From this quotation it is shown that waste collection and waste 
disposal were conducted by the District Councils, and waste disposal
transferred to County Councils by the new Act. As the result of this
waste collection stayed under the responsibility of the first tier 
system while waste disposal came under the responsibility of the second 
tier system.
The main reasons for transferring the disposal units to County Councils 
are as follows: (1) the County Councils have greater financial
resources which enable them to use more sophisticated techniques of 
destruction and to promote the recycling of material, and (2) the 
County Councils are planning for all their districts, so the number of 
disposal units could be reduced by using one unit for more than one 
district.
In spite of the advantages of the new system, some problems could be 
created because of the relationship between these two jobs. So the 
success or failure of the new system depends, to a great extent, on the 
co-operation between the two levels of authorities. If they are highly 
co-operative with each other, it is expecxted that this new system will 
succeed, and vice versa.
For instance, at the beginning of the new system the County Councils 
were suffering from the lack of experience in dealing with waste 
disposal activities, so the District Councils had to help them, at 
least for a few years after the new Act.
4.2.4 Waste Collection Operations: There are three jobs which have to
be done to collect waste. These jobs are mentioned by McFarland, et. 
al., when they note that :
"The job of solid waste collection requires three specific 
■ - activities: (1) the truck has to be driven, (2) the solid
waste material must be picked up from residential containers 
and carried to the bin of the collection compaction vehicle, 
and (3) the gears that activate the compaction process have 
to be operated to compact the material when the hopper in the 
truck is full."(9)
From this quotation it is clear that collecting waste needs two kinds 
of workers. These workers are driver and collector or collectors. The 
driver1s job is to drive the vehicle with the exception of very heavy 
stops at which he will temporarily become a collector.
The collector is doing mainly two jobs. The first one is to carry the 
dustbin, empty it into the vehicle, and return it back to its place.
The second one is to compact the material when the hopper in the truck
becomes full.
The number of collectors varies between one vehicle and another, and
this depends on many variables. These variables are : (1) the capacity
of the vehicle, (2) the kind of vehicle, is it a highly technologised
vehicle ?  , (3) the density of population,
# *
i.e. is it a low or high residential area, (4) the frequency of
collection, is it once or twice a week, (5) the method of collection,
is it a kerbside system or backdoor system, etc. These jobs which are 
done by the driver and collectors could be divided into two units of 
operations. These units are collection and haul.
The collection unit starts when the vehicle leaves the garage in the 
early morning with its crew and goes to the first container on the 
route. Then the collectors come down and carry the containers, empty 
them into the vehicle and return them back. The collectors then go up 
beside the driver to the second point on their route. This job is
always done in the following points on their route, stopping only when 
the route ends or the vehicle is full. In these two cases the 
collectors always compact the material before the start of the second 
unit of operation.
The second unit of the operation is called the haul unit. This unit 
contains the departure of the vehicle from the last point of collection 
till the disposal site to dump’ its load and return back to its route or 
to the garage.
In this unit of operation some of the collectors go with the driver to 
help him in dumping the load, and the others wait at the last point of 
collection to complete the route or if it is the last point of their 
route they can go home.
4.3 The Importance of Waste Collection in England and Wales
Despite the low cost of this service compared with other local 
government services in England and Wales, as mentioned before, it was 
chosen to be studied in this research for two main purposes. These 
purposes are divided mainly into general and specific.
The general purposes are related to the political visibility of this 
service, while the specific purposes are related to the main subject of 
this research (productivity). These purposes will be discussed in 
detail in this part as follows.
Firstly: The general purposes for studying this service are: (1)
Waste collection has a political visibility from the viewpoint of 
consumers and councillors, maybe more than the visibility of the other 
local government activities which are more costly.
The main reason for this visibility is that the disruption of carrying 
out this activity even for a short time could cause many problems. 
These problems are (1) bins become heavier (2) collection vehicles 
fill more quickly, (3) rubbish may fall out Of bins, (4) the town seems 
dirtier, and (5) this could cause more vermin, worms, insects and bring 
more disease.
The number of citizens who suffer from these kinds of problems are much 
higher than the number of citizens who suffer from the problems which 
occur because of the disruption or the lack of conducting most other 
local government activities. This means that the political visibility 
of this activity is more than the visibility of most other local 
government activities.
So the councillors have to be sure of the continuity, regularity and 
stability of carrying out this activity, because if it is done 
imperfectly it has a bad reaction on their political future. This view 
is supported by Savas & Stevens when they point out that :
"While waste collection and disposal do not share the life 
saving characteristics of the local emergency - police, fire, 
and ambulance - they have even higher political visibility 
because garbage requires conscious action every day by every 
family, and if service is unsatisfactory the fact is quickly 
evident."(10)
(2) This activity has its special political visibility in the U.K. and
England and Wales, because waste collection is one of lpcal government
activities which is included in the ’privatization programme' started
at the beginning of Mrs. Thatcher's Government in 1979. So Harbury &
(11)
Lipsey note that privatization is a word that has crept into our
language in order to describe the policies of the Conservative 
Government which took office in 1979.
The main purpose of applying this programme in the public sector
activities in the U.K. and also in England and Wales, is to improve
their productivity, by trying to avoid one problem or more which causes 
the inefficiency in the public sector. The privatization policies 
which are used in each activity differ from that of the other
activities, and this depends on the nature of each activity, its
financial resources, its problems, and so on.
(12)
These policies are divided by Heald into four policies. These are:
(1) privatizing the financing of the service which continues to be 
produced by local authorities (charges), (2) privatizing the production 
of the service which continues to be financed by the local government 
out of taxation and rates (contracting out), (3) denationalisation 
which means selling off public enterprises and transferring its 
functions to the private sector, and (4) liberalization which means the 
relaxation of any statutory monopolies or licensing arrangements which 
prevent private sectors from entering markets previously supplied by 
the public sector (open competition).
The policy which is used to privatize waste collection activities in 
the U.K. and also in England and Wales, is the second policy which is 
called contracting out which means that local government allows for one 
or more big private company to provide this service for the Districts 
for several years. According to this system local government opens up 
bidding to private companies who can manage to provide the service 
under local government conditions.
The bidders have to demonstrate that they can meet the requirements of 
doing this service, which means they have to declare the value of their 
equipment, money, assets and workers. By the end of this bidding local
government people issue one contract or more for one company or more, 
to carry out this service in the District for one year or more. They 
always choose the company or companies which can do this job for the 
lowest price or prices with the standard asked for by local government.
In these contracts local government has to define exactly the job to be 
done in terms of the frequency of collection, number of containers, the 
type, size and number of vehicles to be used. It has to be mentioned 
in the contract, also, that local government has the right to use one 
inspector or more, to follow up the private company's work. The main 
job for these inspectors is to be sure that the companies are doing 
their job as mentioned in the contract.
The inspectors' job is to monitor the work performed, following up 
citizens' complaints, and even to recommend the breaking of the 
contract if they find that the job is not carried out by what is laid 
down in the contract, and if there are always complaints about their 
work.
The application of this policy has its advantages and at the same time 
it has its disadvantages. The advantages are because waste collection 
according to contracting out system is supplied by private sector 
companies which are expected to be more efficient than local government 
because of the following reasons: (1) these companies are free from
political influence in the management and operation of waste 
collection, (2) they have the motive to improve their productivity and 
so their profits, and (3) with the fear of losing the contract at the 
next bidding, the contractor tries to supply this service efficiently 
and with the best quality according to the contract.
Furthermore, this system is keeping some local government advantages. 
These are (1) there is always one company or perhaps a bit more, which 
provides this seryice in each District. Even if there are a few 
companies, the District is divided into few parts, each part is 
conducted by one company. So these companies are always utilised from 
the economies of scale and contiguity, as well as local authorities, 
(2) waste collection according to this system is sponsored by local 
government out of taxes and rates. Therefore, there is no additional 
work or additional cost to levy charges from the customers, and (3) 
this system does not prevent any person who wants this service from 
receiving it.
The disadvantages of applying this system are as follows. The first 
one is that the application of this system requires some additional
costs for the companies and for local government. The companies pay 
taxes and are looking to achieving profits, while the local government 
has to pay some costs to manage the contract and to monitor the
performance of the contractor.
These additional costs can increase the total costs of carrying out 
this service. But it is expected that this additional cost can be
covered by the reductions which are made as the result of the
improvement in the efficiency of the service by contracting out rather 
than by local government.
The second one is that the contractor may try to supply this service to 
a lesser degree than is mentioned in the contract, to save some of his 
costs and so increase his profits. To avoid this problem local 
government inspectors are used to follow up the performance of the 
contractors.
The third one is that the conductor may suffer from the lack of workers 
for many reasons, such as illness and strikes. This may cause some 
disruptions or lack of carrying out this service.
So some people think that this service should be done by local 
government to make sure of the regularity and continuity of the 
service. But these people do not take in account before making this
claim, that the lack of workers could happen in local government, as
\
well as in the private sector.
The fourth one is that the conductor may face the problem of 
bankruptcy, which means the disruption of carrying out this job till 
local government makes an arrangement with another conductor.
To avoid this problem local government has to choose the conductor who 
has the best financial situation between the bidders. Furthermore,
local government may ask the conductor to lodge some money in a bank,
as a guarantee that he can do this job during the period of the
contract without any disruption.
With the above two procedures local government can be sure, to a great 
extent, that the contractors which they choose will not suffer from the 
problem of bankruptcy.
In the previous discussion the advantages and disadvantages of applying 
the contracting out system were shown. It was shown also that the
disadvantages are counteracted, while the advantages depend mainly on 
the creation of some competition between the companies in this 
activity. This competition is considered to be as a temporary 
competition system, because this competition happens once every few 
years when local government opens up the bidding. So the succession of
this system depends on how local government can keep this competition 
at its maximum, which depends on the other hand on the period of the 
contract.
(13)
In this case Young notes that if the contract is for a very long 
time the contractor becomes relaxed because he gets a feeling of 
security and that can weaken the competitive pressure which is supposed
to be provided, and he adds that if the contract is for a very short
time the attractiveness to enter the bidding will be very low and that 
decreases the number of bidders which in turn means a decrease in the 
competition.
So local government has to be very careful in choosing the period of 
each contract to get the maximum utilization from applying this system.
Secondly: The specific purposes of studying this service are: (1)
The attention of this activity was always very low compared with other
local government services because of its low costs and its low priority
(14)
compared with the others. In this case Young notes that this 
service has low priority on government agendas compared to police, 
education, fire protection, and so on. In the same case McFarland, et. 
al. add that :
"The need for comprehensive studies of solid waste management 
derived from a long history of inadequate public attention to 
problems of resource management and environmental 
control."(15)
It is shown in the previous quotations that this activity is suffering 
from the lack of numbers of previous studies, so there is a need for 
more studies in this area which might help in improving its management 
and also its productivity.
Therefore it is expected that this research is an additional study in 
an area which is suffering from the lack of previous studies- It is 
expected too that the measurement of productivity in this activity 
which is the main purpose of this research, may help in improving its 
management and so its productivity, if this measure is followed by more 
studies to find out why productivity has increased or decreased.
(2) This activity is an intensive labour activity. To support this 
view we have to look to the workers’ cost and total cost in this 
activity which are shown in Table 4.1 below.
Table 4.1 The Workers' Cost and Total Cost in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84.
£
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Employees' 
Cost
155,261 - 
000
196,922.
000
228,862.
000
252 ,216, 
000
265,762 , 
000
254,744 , 
000
Gross
Expenditure
265,584 , 
000
336,241.
000
395,581,
000
424 ,641.
000
450,984,
000
431,244,
000
Source' Appendix A.
Note The contractors' cost in 1983-84 is removed from the total
cost and it is not added to employees' cost, because it is
not divided to workers' cost and to other costs.
To know how much of the total cost represents the workers the
percentages between both are measured and shown in Table 4.2
Table 4 2 The Percentages of Workers' Cost to Total Cost
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
58.46 58.56 57.58 59.39 58 .92 59 .07
Note These figures are calculated by dividing the workers' 
cost by the total cost which was represented in Table 
4.1 and multiplying the results by 100.
It is shown in Table 4.2 that the workers' cost in waste collection in 
England and Wales during that period always represented a high 
percentage of the total cost. This percentage was almost 60% in each 
year of this period. So it is expected that workers are responsible 
for a great part of productivity in this service.
(3) Waste collection is one of local government activities in which
the majority of its workers are manual workers. In this connection
Hamblin & Adams note when they talk about local government in England
and Wales that :
"The majority of manual workers and their supervisors are 
employed in three main types of department’ education 
(particularly those engaged in school caretaking and 
catering); social services (especially in home help 
sections), and those departments which can be grouped 
together under the heading of technical services (these 
include staff involved in building and housing maintenance, 
parks and recreation facilities, street cleaning, and refuse 
collection."(16)
The manual workers in waste collection activities in England and Wales 
consist of drivers, loaders, driver/loaders and other manual staff. It 
is expected that productivity is more related to those people rather 
than the nonmanual staff who are vehicle maintenance staff and 
technical and administrative staff. The manual workers drive the 
vehicles, collect waste, transport the waste from one place to another. 
These jobs are the main jobs in waste collection, so it is expected 
that the manual workers represent the biggest part of the total workers 
in this service.
To support this idea in waste collection in England and Wales we have 
to look at Tables 4.3 and 4.4 to know the number of manual workers, 
total number of workers and percentages between them both.
Table 4.3 The Number of Manual Workers and the Total Number
of Workers in Waste Collection in England and Wales 
in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Number of Manual 
Workers
32,311 32,875 31,808 30,891 29,540 26,588
Total Number of 
Workers
36,219 36,733 35,710 34,450 33,179 29,840
Source: Appendix A.
Note; 1. Total contractors' employees in 1983-84 are not included
in this table because they are not divided into manual 
and nonmanual workers.
2. The number of manual workers are measured by adding
together the number of drivers, loaders, driver/loaders 
and other manual staff.
Table 4.4 The Percentages of Manual Workers to Total Workers 
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79
till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
i
1983-84
89.21 89.49 89.07 89.66 89.03 89.10
Note: The figures in this table are calculated by dividing
the number of manual workers by the total number of 
workers, which are mentioned in Table 4.3 and 
multiplying the results by 100.
It is shown in Table 4.4 that the manual workers represent about 90% of 
the total workers in waste collecton in England and Wales. So it is 
expected they take the greatest part in productivity and growth in 
productivity in this area.
(4) The manual workers’ jobs in this activity do not need highly 
skilled people, so productivity depends mainly on the system which is 
applied to motivate people to raise their efforts to increase their 
productivity. In this connection Sutermeister points out that :
"Employee performance depends on motivation and ability of 
employees. Thus even though an individual is highly 
motivated, this motivation alone does not automatically lead 
to increased productivity."(17)
In the same case Vroom & Deci add that :
"The performance of a person on a job is considered as a 
function of two different kinds of variables. One of these 
refers to the ability or skill of the individual to perform 
the job and the second refers to his motivation to use this 
ability or skill in the actual performance in the job."(18)
From the above two quotations it is shown that the workers’ performance 
depends on two variables. These are motivation and skills (ability). 
But waste collection activity does not need highly skilled people, so 
productivity and the growth in productivity in this case depends mainly 
on the motivation system which is applied all over this activity.
(5) The output of waste collection is easier to be measured than most 
of the other local government activities, as will be shown later in 
this chapter. This view is supported by Forsyth when he points out 
that :
"Perhaps it is easier to look at refuse collection, because 
of the ease of measurement of efficiency compared to other 
services such as social services."(19)
(20)
In the same case Kemper and Quigley add that the defining of the 
output of waste collection activity is easier than most services 
provided by local government.
Therefore it is better to deal with this activity rather than the other 
local government activities, because of the expected clearness of its 
results compared with others.
(6) The incentive-bonus-schemes have been applied in this activity in
the U.K. and also in England and Wales, since the mid sixties. In this 
(21)
case Byrne notes that the working method of the commercial world
(incentive bonus schemes) have been adopted in waste collection
activities. In the same case it is mentioned by the National Board for
(22)
Prices and Incomes that over 40% of the men employed in refuse
collection and street cleansing receive incentive payment.
From the above two quotations it is shown that these schemes have been 
applied in waste collecton for a long time, and a high percentage of 
its workers were utilised from these schemes from the beginning. These 
schemes are defined by the systems which are linked between payments on 
the one side and productivity on the other. So according to these 
schemes the money or a part of the money which the workers receive is 
related to their productivity.
The main purpose of applying these schemes is to motivate the workers
to improve the productivity because it means an increase in their
incomes as wages and salaries. The improvement of workers’
productivity could also mean the reduction in service costs. This view
(23)
is supported by Stevens when he notes that the efficiency is
highest and cost is lowest when the incentive system is used. In the 
(24)
same case Bloor adds that the benefits of applying incentive bonus 
schemes could be sumraerized by the improvement of services, better 
utilization of resources and the reduction in its costs.
The succession of applying these schemes in any activity depends mainly 
on the availability of two conditions. These are : (1) the ease in
measuring its output, and (2) the manual workers have a great effect on 
the productivity of the activity.
From the previous discussion it is found that these two conditions are 
available in waste collection in England and Wales. So it is expected 
that these schemes have succeeded in achieving their main purposes, 
which are the raising of wages and salaries and reducing costs.
Therefore the researcher found that this activity is an interesting 
area to be studied, to know how much the application of these schemes 
succeeded in achieving its main purposes.
4.4 Measuring the Productivity in Waste Collection 
in England and Wales.
Waste collection services in England and Wales are provided by local 
authorities, and they are financed mainly by taxes and rates which are 
unrelated to the level of the service. So we cannot use these taxes 
and rates to measure its output.
Also, we cannot use its costs as a measurement of the output of this 
service because costs in local authorities are expected to be 
uneconomic for the reasons which were mentioned earlier, such as the 
lack of competition, control, etc.
Therefore it is expected that physical terms are more accurate in 
measuring the output and productivity of this service than the 
financial terms, so it is recommended to be used in this case.
The output of this activity could be measured physically either by its 
weight (in tonnes) or by its volume (in cubic yards). The use of the 
former one is mainly recommended for many reasons. These reasons are 
mentioned by Savas, et. al., when they point out that :
"Measuring the weight of refuse collected rather than the 
volume is highly recommended. Weight does not vary with the 
type of truck used, where the density of refuse varies 
according to weather, climate and vehicles compaction 
capacity."(25)
In the same case Feldman adds that
"The measure of volume (cubic yards) varies greatly with the 
type of truck (compactor, non-compactor), the loading crew 
method, and the completeness of loading."(26)
From the above two quotations, it is shown that the volume of waste 
varies according to the type of vehicle, weather, climate, vehicle 
capacity, the loading crew method and the completeness of loading, 
while the weight of waste does not vary. Therefore it is better to use 
the weight of waste as a measurement of the output of this activity 
physically.
Furthermore, by looking at the data available about waste collection in 
England and Wales which are mentioned in Appendix A and Appendix B, we 
found that there is no data available about the volumes of waste while 
the data about its weight are available. So it seems that the only way 
to measure the output of this activity, physically, in England and 
Wales, is by using the total waste collected (in tonnes).
Productivity is measured, as mentioned before, by dividing the output 
of any activity by one or more of its input. The input which is used 
in any case depends on the purpose of the study, which is mostly to 
measure the workers1 performance. This requires dividing the output by 
one of the workers' aspects, either the number of workers or the man 
hours.
Because of the absence of data about man hours in waste collection in
England and Wales, it is found that we have to use the number of
workers as a denominator of the productivity equation. But as
mentioned earlier, productivity is more related to manual workers 
rather than non manual workers. So the output in this case has to be
divided by the number of manual workers who are drivers loaders 
driver/loaders, and other manual staff.
Therefore the productivity in waste collection in England and Wales 
could be measured physically according to the following equation*
/
Productivity in Total waste Collected / the number of
Waste Collection = (in tonnes) / manual workers
     /    _
But this equation does not give a solid indication of productivity and 
the growth of productivity in this area, because there are many 
variables not taken into account in this equation. These variables are 
shown as follows*
The first one is the method or the methods of collection. The methods 
which are used in England and Wales are (1) backdoor collect and 
return, (2) kerbside system^, (3) other collect and return, (4) skip 
system^ (5) other normal methods, and (6) special collections.
(27)
Each of these methods is described by CIPFA when it is seen that 
the backdoor collect and return refers to the situation where the 
operator has to collect the sack or collect and return the dustbin 
which has been placed at the backdoor of the house.
It is added that the kerbside is often known as the frontage system and 
includes cases where the householder moves the dustbin close to or on 
to the street for collection. It is mentioned, too, that the skip 
system is an individual dustbin-sized container carried by the 
operator, the contents of the dustbin are first emptied into the skip 
and then carried to the collection vehicle.
It is mentioned also that the other two methods refer to the situation 
where the operator either collects from the front of a house, or a 
dustbin is collected from the backdoor, but is returned to the front of 
the house by the operator, and the householder is then responsible for 
its subsequent return to the back.
From the previous discussion it is shown that in each of these methods 
the customer has to take part in this job. This part varies from one 
method to another. In some the customer has to do a greater part of 
this job than the others. For instance in the backdoor system the 
customer is responsible only for putting his dustbin at the backdoor, 
while in the kerbside system he has to move his dustbin close to or on 
to the street. The less work the customer has to do the better the
quality of the method of collection.
The second one is the frequency of carrying out the service. It is 
found that the frequency of collection in England and Wales is twice or 
more, once or less than once a week. The more frequent the collection 
is made the greater the quality of the service. This idea is supported 
by Collins & Downes when they point out that :
"More frequent service, it has been argued, allows less time 
for refuse to stand before being picked up and hence is less
likely to give off offensive odors and to be spilled by dogs
or vandals. Also, smaller and/or fewer garbage containers 
are required to adequately contain the accumulated garbage, 
and thus overflows are avoided between pickups."(28)
(29)
In the same case Clark, et. al., note that the frequency of 
collection determines the storage period during which odours, flies, 
and vermin can invade the citizens’ storage facilities.
From the above two quotations it is shown that the greater the 
frequency of collecting waste the better the quality of doing this 
service, because it means (1) the less dirty the district is by 
avoiding the overflows between pickups and by allowing less time for 
waste to stand before being picked up, and (2) less health hazards for 
the citizens.
The third one is the reliability in collecting waste. The more 
reliable the workers are in collecting waste, the better the quality of 
doing this service because it means (1) the more clean the district is,
(2) less noise in collecting waste, and so on.
4.5 The Additional Measurements of Productivity in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales.
From the previous discussion we found that we can measure productivity 
in this activity in England and Wales physically by the output (in 
tonnes) divided by the total number of manual workers, and by taking 
into account the quality of doing this activity. But this measurement 
does not give enough indication for productivity and the growth of 
productivity for every person who is interested in this area. It does 
not give a clear indication to central government, taxpayers, 
consumers, voters, councillors and workers and their unions.
The first five groups are looking to the growth in productivity in this 
activity as well as in the other local government activities because it 
could mean the reduction of costs per unit of output (the quantity of 
waste in tonnes) which means the reduction in costs per person served.
The reduction in costs per person served could mean the reduction in 
payments of these groups as taxes, rates and grants. So in spite of 
the inaccuracy of costs and measurement of output and productivity in 
this activity, it could be used for making additional measurements for 
these groups to give them additional information which they are looking 
for. Therefore the additional measurements which are used to give 
satisfactory information of productivity and the growth of productivity 
for central government, taxpayers, consumers, voters and councillors 
are (1) costs per tonne, and (2) costs per person served.
Workers are looking to the growth in productivity because it could mean 
for them an increase in their wages and salaries, and it could help 
their unions in their negotiations with the government to increase 
these wages and salaries.
But the growth of productivity could have a negative effect from their 
viewpoint. This negative effect is the increase in the number of 
unemployed people in this service. So the additional measurements 
which could give a clear indication for productivity and the growth of 
productivity from the viewpoint of workers and their unions are (1) the 
growth in their wages and salaries, and (2) the growth in the number of 
unemployed people.
In general it is hypothesised from the previous discussion that the 
growth of productivity (which is measured physically) has to be 
accompanied by (1) the reduction in costs per tonne, (2) the reduction 
in costs per person served, (3) the increase in wages and salaries, and 
(4) the increase in unemployed people.
All of these measurements have to be counted to give enough indication 
for the different people who are interested in this area.
4.6 Summary and Conclusion
It was found in this chapter that it is better to measure the 
productivity in waste collection in England and Wales physically rather 
than financially, because of the absence of the sales value of its 
output and because it is expected that its cost is uneconomic.
The equation which is recommended to be used in this case is :
Productivity = Total waste collected/the number of manual workers
But this does not mean that this equation is an accurate measurement of 
productivity in this area, because it does not take into account the 
quality of doing this service, such as the methods of collection and 
frequency of collection.
At the same time this equation does not give enough indication for 
productivity and the growth of productivity for the different people 
who are interested in this area. Therefore, it is recommended to use 
some other measurements, in addition to this equation, to provide 
different people with different information they need.
The additional measurements which are recommended are costs per tonne, 
costs per person served, wages and salaries and unemployment. The 
relationships between the different methods of measuring productivity 
are hypothesised to be as follows. The growth of productivity which is 
measured physically has to be accompanied by reduction in costs per
tonne, reduction in costs per person served, an increase in wages and
salaries, and an increase in the number of unemployed people.
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CHAPTER V
TIME SERIES STUDY FOR THE GROWTH OF PRODUCTIVITY
IN WASTE COLLECTION IN ENGLAND AND WALES IN 1978-79
UNTIL 1983-84
5.1 Introduction
It was mentioned in the previous chapter that the productivity of waste 
collection in England and Wales is better to be measured physically by 
dividing the total waste collected in tonnes, by the total number of 
manual workers which consists of drivers, loaders, drivers/loaders and 
other manual workers.
It is hypothesized in the previous chapter that the growth of 
producitivty in waste collection has to be accompanied by the reduction 
in costs per tonne and the reduction in costs per person served, which 
is important to central government, taxpayers, consumers, voters and 
councillors.
It is hypothesized also in the previous chapter that the growth of 
productivity in waste collection has to be accompanied by the growth of 
workers' wages and salaries, and the growth in unemployment in this 
activity, which are important for the workers and their unions.
To examine the above hypothesis, tirae-series study was done for each of 
the above measurements. This time-series study for waste collection in 
England and Wales covers the period which started in 1978-79 till 1983- 
84. The main reason for choosing this period is that these are the 
only series of data which are available about waste collection in 
England and Wales. The data in year 1976-77 was eliminated from this 
study because of the absence of the data in year 1977-78.
Therefore this chapter is divided into three main sections, in addition 
to this section. The first section depends on the physical measurement 
of productivity in waste collection and is called the growth of
productivity in waste collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84.
The second section depends on two financial measurements. These
measurements are the costs per tonne and the costs per person served. 
This section is called the growth of productivity in waste collection 
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 from the viewpoint of 
central government, taxpayers, consumers, voters and councillors.
third section depends on two measurements. These are the growth in 
wages and salaries and the growth in unemployment in this area. This 
section is called the growth of productivity in waste collection in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 from the viewpoints of
workers and workers’ unions.
From the previous discussion it was found that there are many 
measurements used to measure productivity in waste collection in
England and. Wales. Some of these measurements are financial, such as 
costs per tonne, costs per person served, wages and salaraies. Some of 
these measurements are physical - such as output per manual worker and 
unemployment.
The financial measurements are suffering, as mentioned earlier, from 
the problem of inflation. To avoid this problem each financial figure 
has to be deflated by using one or more of the price indices. The 
price indices which are used in the U.K. and also in England Wales are 
mainly divided into general price indices, such as the Gross National 
Product, and specific price indices such as Index of Retail Prices and 
Consumers’ Expenditure Deflation Index.
It was recommended in Chapter II that it is better to use one of the 
general price indices in this case to eliminate only the impact of the 
changing of the monetary values on the financial figures. According to 
this recommendation it is better to use the Gross National Product to 
deflate the financial figures in measuring the productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales.
It is found that the commonest index which is used in this case in the 
U.K. is the Retail Price Index, because this index includes the average 
prices for consumer goods and services, and most people are more 
interested in the prices of these goods and services rather than in the 
others which are not included in this index. Craven supports this view 
when he points out that:
"The inflation rate usually quoted in the UK is the change in 
the average prices of consumer goods, which is the Retail 
Price Index. This index is constructed by averaging the 
increase in the prices of consumer goods, weighting each 
price by the average amount that is bought by each consumer."(1)
In the same connection Craven adds that:
"The Retail Price Index is not an average of all prices in 
the economy because it does not include the prices of 
investment goods, but it is the index of greatest relevance 
to consumers, and to workers and trade unions who are trying 
to negotiate money wage increases to maintain their real 
wages." (2)
From the above two quotations it is found that the Retail Price Index 
is not a general price index because it includes only the prices of the 
consumers' goods and services. So the level of prices is measured in 
this index by averaging the prices of consumers' goods and services and 
weighing each price by the average amounts which are bought by the
consumers.
It is mentioned too in the above two quotations that this index is the 
most common one. The majority of people prefer to use this index 
rather than the other indices, because this index includes the prices 
of the most important goods and services.
Due to the previous discussion the Retail Price Index is recommended to 
be used to deflate the financial figures which are used in measuring 
the productivity in waste collection in England and Wales during the 
period which started in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
The Retail Price Index in the U.K. is used to represent the price 
levels in England and Wales during the period of study. This data is 
shown in Table 5.1. It was found that the base year of this data is 
1974, so the data has to be adjusted by using 1978-79 (the first year 
of the study) as a base year. This new data is shown in Table 5.2.
Table 5.1 The Price Levels in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84 (by using 1974 as a Base Year).
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
201.6 233.5 271.6 302.8 324.2 339.3
Source: Department of Employment Gazette (various issues).
Notes: 1. The data of retail price indices are collected from
the Department of Employment Gazette in years 1979, 1980, 
1981, 1982, 1983 and 1984 from the tables of General 
Index of Retail Prices from the Columns of All Items.
2. It is found that this data which is mentioned in 
these tables is monthly data, so the average price 
indices in each financial year are counted by adding 
together the price indices of 12 months starting in 
April in any year till the end of March of the 
following year, and dividing the results by 12.
Table 5»2 The Index of Price Levels in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983 84 (by using 1978-79 as a Base Year)
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
100 0 115 8 134 7 150 2 160 8 168 3
Notes The figures in this table are calculated from the data 
which is mentioned in Table 5.1 by dividing the figure 
of each year by the figure of 1978-79 and multiplying 
the results by 100.
The adjusted price levels which are mentioned in Table 5.2 will be used 
to deflate each financial figure which are involved in measuring
productivity and the growth in productivity in waste collection in
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84-
5-2 The Growth of Productivity in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84
It was mentioned before that productivity in this case is measured 
physically by dividing the total waste collected (in tonnes) by the 
total number of manual workers- The previous one is already available 
in the data of Appendix A while the total number of manual workers is 
counted by adding together the number of drivers loaders
driver/loaders and the other manual staff. The total waste collected
and the total number of manual workers are shown in Table 5-3
The productivity in waste collection in England and Wales is measured, 
in each year by dividing the total waste collected by the total number
of manual workers- The results are shown in Table 5.4.
The productivity.of each year is adjusted by using 1978-79 as a base 
year and the results are illustrated in Table 5-5- From these results 
the yearly rate of growth of productivity in waste collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 are measured and this is 
shown in Table 5-6.
Table 5.3 The Total Waste Collected and the Total Number of 
Manual Workers in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84-
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Total 
Waste 
Collected 
(Tonnes)
13363330 14200954 14529928 14434342 15070488 14791398
Total 
Manual 
Workers 
(Workers)
32311 32875 31808 30891 29540 27282
Source Appendix A-
Notes 1. This data was collected from the Table (1) in each year
which is entitled by the Summary of Non-Financial Data.
2- It was found that the staff who worked in 1983-84 consisted 
of two kinds of workers, the local authoritiy's and the 
contractor’s workers It is mentioned too that all the 
contractor’s workers are manual workers, while the local 
authority workers are divided into manual and non-manual 
workers. Therefore the total manual workers in 1983-84 
is counted by adding together the total local authority 
manual workers to the total contractor's workers.
Table 5.4 The Output per Manual Worker in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
Tonnes
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
413.58 431.96 456.80 467.26 510.17 542.16
Note. These figures are counted by dividing the total waste 
collected by the total number of manual workers which 
are mentioned in Table 5.3.
Table 5.5 The Index of the Output per Manual in Waste Collection 
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 (by using 
1978-79 as a Base Year).
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
100.0 104.4 110.4 112.9 123.3 131.1
Note; The figures in this table are calculated from the data 
which is mentioned in Table 5.4 by dividing the figure 
of each year by the figure of 1978-79 and multiplying 
the results by 100.
Table 5»6 The Percentage Growth of Output per Manual Worker
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84-
%
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
4.4 5.7 2.2 9.2 6.3
Note: The figures in this table are calculated by using the
data which is mentioned in Table 5.5 by dividing the 
difference between the figures of two years by the 
figures in the first year and multiplying the results 
by 100.
It is shown in Table 5-6 that there was always a high positive rate of 
growth of productivity in waste collection in England and Wales in 
each year in the period which started in 1978-79 till 1983-84. The 
lowest rate of growth was 2-2% in 1981-82 and the highest rate of 
growth was 9-2% in 1982-83. The rate of growth in the other years was 
always higher than 4%.
Collecting waste depends mainly on the manual workers who are 
collecting the waste and driving the vehicles, and the vehicles which 
are used to carry the waste from one place to another. Therefore the 
high rates in growth of productivity in waste collection in England and 
Wales during this period might be due to the following two reasons.
The first reason might be because the manual workers in this activity 
in England and Wales raised their efforts because of the expansion in 
applying the incentive bonus schemes during this period.
The second reason might be because the local authorities started to use 
the more technologised vehicles which are specialised in this area. It
is expected that these types of vehicles are more productive than the 
previous ones because of their greater capacity and also their speed is 
greater than the others.
It is expected that the previous reason is most likely to have played a 
greater part in productivity and the growth in productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales during that period because this 
activity is, as mentioned before, a labour-intensive activity, its 
manual workers represent the majority of its workers, it does not need
highly skilled workers and the incentive bonus schemes have been
applied in this activity since the mid sixties.
5.3 The Growth of Productivity in Waste Collection in England 
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 from the Viewpoint of 
Central Government, Taxpayers, Consumers, Voters and 
Councillors.
It has been mentioned before that these people are looking to the 
growth of productivity in waste collections because it could mean the
reduction in costs per tonne or the reduction in costs per person 
served. Therefore, this section is divided into two parts. The first 
one is aiming to measure the costs per tonne and the second to measure 
the costs per person served.
5.3.1 The Costs Per Tonne: Costs per tonne could be measured by
dividing the total costs by the total ' waste collected (in
tonnes). By looking to the data which is available in Appendix A in 
Table 1 and Table 2, we notice that the total waste collected
(in tonnes) is already available in this data, while there are two 
figures representing the total costs. These two figures are the gross
expenditure and the net expenditure
The gross expenditure represents the total costs which are used to 
collect waste while the net expenditure is measured by subtracting the 
total income from the gross expenditure. The total income contains the 
collection charges, sales of reclaimed waste and the contributions from 
other authorities. Some of this income is not related to the quantity 
of collected waste, or to the quality of doing this service such as 
the contributions from other authorities. So it is expected that the 
gross expenditure is more representative of the total costs than the 
net expenditure.
The total waste collected (in tonnes) is shown in Table 5.3 while the 
data about the gross expenditure will be presented in Table 5-7 as 
follows -
Table 5.7 The Gross Expenditure in Waste Collection in England 
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 (Actual).
£
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
265,584,000 336,241,000 395,581,000 424,641,000 450,984,000 440,745,000
Source Appendix A-
This data is financial data so it has to be deflated as mentioned 
before, by using the price levels in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a base year), which are mentioned in 
Table 5.2. The results are represented in Table 5.8 as follows.
Table 5.8 The Gross Expenditure in Waste Collection in England 
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 (Deflated).
£
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
265,584,000 290,363,550 293 675 570 282 717 040 280 462,680 261 :880,570
Note These figures are calculated by dividing the actual gross 
expenditure which is mentioned in Table 5.7 by the price 
levels which are mentioned in Table 5*2
By using the deflated gross expenditure which is mentioned in Table 5.8 
and the total waste collected (in tonnes) which is mentioned in Table 
5.3, we can measure the real costs per tonne in waste collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84. The results are shown 
in Table 5.9 as follows -
Table 5.9 The Real Costs Per Tonne in Waste Collection in England 
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
£
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
19.8 20.4 20.2 19.6 18.6 17.7
Note •. These figures are calculated by dividing the deflated 
gross expenditure which is mentioned in Table 5.8 by 
the total waste collected which is mentioned in Table 5-3
The real costs per tonne are adjusted by using 1978-79 as a base year, 
and the results are represented as follows in Table 5.10.
Table 5-10 The Index of the Real Costs per Tonne in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a Base Year).
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
100*0 103.0 102.0 98.9 93.9 • 89.4
Note The figures in this table are calculated from the data 
which is mentioned in Table 5*9 by dividing the figure 
of each year by the figure of 1978-79 and multiplying 
the results by 100.
From these results the yearly rate of growth in costs per tonne in 
waste collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 are 
measured and shown in Table 5.11 as follows.
Table 5.11 The Percentage Growth of Costs per Tonne in Waste
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 | 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
| 3.0 
1
-0.9 -3.0 -5.0 -4.8
Note The figures in this table are calculated by using the 
data which is mentioned in Table 5.10, by dividing the 
difference between the figures of two years by the figures 
in the first year and multiplying the results by 100.
It is shown in Table 5.11 that there was a high positive rate of growth 
of costs per tonne in 1979-80 and was followed by negative rates in 
growth which means a yearly reduction in costs per tonne in 1980-81,
1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84. We notice also from this table that the
reduction in costs was very high in 1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84 which
were -3.0%, -5.0% and -4.8% respectively.
It was hypothesized earlier in this chapter that the growth in 
productivity has to be accompanied by the reduction in costs per tonne. 
To examine this hypothesis in waste collection in England and Wales, we 
have to compare the yearly rate of growth in costs per tonne which is 
mentioned in Table 5.11 by the yearly rate of growth of productivity
which is mentioned in Table 5.6. This comparison is shown in Figure
5.1.
From this figure we notice that the positive rates of growth of 
productivity in the years 1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84 were
always accompanied by negative rates of growth in costs per tonne. We 
notice also in these years that the highest two rates of growth of 
productivity which were 9.2% in 1982-83 and 6.3% in 1983-84, were 
accompanied by the highest two negative rates of growth in costs per 
tonne which were -5.0% and -4.8%.
But it was found that the positive rate in growth of productivity in
1979-80 was accompanied by a positive rate of growth in costs per 
tonne. This unexpected relationship in that year might be because 
there was an increase in one of the costs' variables or more, with a 
higher rate than the rate of growth of productivity. The costs' 
variables might be wages and salaries, capital expenditure and so on.
Figure 5 1 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth of
Productivity and the Percentage Growth of Costs p e r  
Tonne in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84,
change
1979-80 1981-82 1983-841982-83
-2
Notes 1* GOP = The Percentage Growth of Productivity.
2. GOCPT = The Percentage Growth of Costs Per Tonne.
Despite the unexpected relationship between the growth in productivity 
and the growth in costs per tonne in 1979-80, it was found that this 
relationship was always negative, as it was hypothesized, in 1980-81, 
1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84. So in general, it was found that the
growth in productivity in waste collection in England and Wales in
1978-79 till 1983-84 succeeded in reducing the costs per tonne which 
the central government, taxpayers, consumers, voters and councillors 
are looking for.
5.3.2 The Costs Per Person Served: Costs per person served is
measured by dividing the real costs by the total number of population. 
The real costs are measured, as mentioned before, by the real gross 
expenditure which was mentioned in Table 5.8.
The total number of population in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84 is taken from the data available in Appendix A from Table 1, to 
be represented in Table 5.12 as follows.
Table 5.12 The Total Number of Population in England and Wales 
in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
42,768,190 44,143,935 45,302,700 46,757,000 48,298,500 46,913,000
Source: Appendix A.
By using the real gross expenditure which is mentioned in Table 5.8 and 
the total number of population we can measure the costs per person 
served. The results are shown in Table 5.13 as follows-
Table 5.13 Costs per Person Served in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
£
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
6.2 6.5 6.4 6-0 5.8 5.6
Note The figures in this table are calculated by dividing the 
real gross expenditure which is mentioned in Table 5.8 by 
total number of population which is mentioned in Table 5-12.
The costs per person served are adjusted by using 1978-79 as a base 
year and the results are illustrated as follows in Table 5.14.
Table 5.14 The Index of Costs per Person Served in Waste Collection 
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 (by using 
1978-79 as a Base Year).
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
100.0 104-8 103.2 96.7 93.5 90.3
Note; The figures in this table are calculated from the data 
which is mentioned in Table 5.13 by dividing the figure 
of each year by the figure of 1978-79 and multiplying the 
results by 10U.
From these results the yearly rate of growth in costs per person served 
in waste collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 are 
measured. The results are shown in Table 5.15 as follows.
Table 5.15 The Percentage Growth of Costs per Person Served 
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-8U 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
4.8 -1.5 -6.3 -3.3 -3.4
Note: The figures in this table are calculated by using the data
which is mentioned in Table 5.14, by dividing the difference 
between the figures of two years by the figures of the 
first year and multiplying the results by 100.
It is shown in this table that there were negative rates in growth of
costs per person served in four years. These years are 1980-81, 1981- 
82, 1982-83 and 1983-84, and the negative rates of growth in the last
three years were very high. We notice also from this table that there 
was a positive rate of growth in costs per person served in 1979-80.
It was hypothesized earlier in this chapter that the growth of
productivity has to be accompanied by the reduction in costs per person
served. To examine this hypothesis in waste collection in England and 
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84, we have to compare the yearly rates of 
growth of productivity which are mentioned in Table 5.6 by the yearly 
rates of growth in costs per person served which are mentioned in Table 
5.15. This comparison is presented in Figure 5.2.
Figure 5.2 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth of
Productivity and the Percentage Growth of Costs per 
Person Served in Waste Collection in England and Wales 
■- in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
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Note: 1. GOP = The Percentage Growth of Productivity
2. GOCPP = The Percentage Growth of Costs Per Person Served
From this figure we notice that this relationship was nearly always as 
it was hypothesized with only one exception. This exception is in
1979-8. In this year the growth in productivity was accompanied by an
increase in costs per person served. It is expected, as mentioned
before, that one or more of the costs1 variables in that year might be
increased by a higher rate than the productivity growth rate.
Therefore we notice Jji general that the growth of productivity in waste
collection in England and Wales in that period succeeded in reducing 
the costs per person served, as well as the costs per tonne, which are 
important from the viewpoints of central government, tax payers, 
consumers, voters and councillors.
5.4 The Growth of Productivity in Waste Collection in England and 
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 from the Viewpoint of Workers 
and Workers * Unions.
It was mentioned before that the growth of productivity means an
increase in workers’ wages and salaries, especially in this service to 
which the incentive bonus schemes are applied. At the same time the 
workers’ unions are looking to that growth in productivity which could 
help them in their negotiations with the government to raise the 
workers’ wages and salaries.
But the growth of productivity could mean to the workers and their 
unions, an increase in the number of unemployed people in this area.
Therefore, this section is divided into two parts. The first part is
the growth of wages and salaries and the second is the growth of 
unemployed people.
5.4.1 The Growth of Wages and Salaries: It was mentioned before that
productivity in this area is more related to manual workers who are 
drivers, loaders, driver/loaders and other manual staff, rather than 
non-manual workers who are vehicle maintenance staff and technical and 
administrative staff. In addition to this, it is expected that the 
incentive bonus schemes are usually applied to the manual workers 
rather than the non-manual workers.
Therefore it is better to depend, in this case, on the wages and 
salaries for manual workers. But by looking at the data available in
Appendix A, it is found that there is no separation between Wages and
salaries for manual workers and non-manual workers. So we have to 
depend in this part on the average wages and salaries for all workers.
To measure the average wages and salaries we need the total wages and 
salaries and the total number of staff employed which are represented 
in Table 5.16. Wages and salaries are financial figures, so their 
figures have to be deflated by using the price levels in England and
Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 which are mentioned in Table 5.2, and the
results are shown in Table 5.17.
By using the deflated wages and salaries which are mentioned in Table 
5.17 and the total staff employed, we can measure the average real 
wages and salaries which are shown in Table 5.18. The results are 
adjusted by using 1978-79 as a base year, and shown in Table 5.19.
The adjusted wages and salaries which are mentioned in Table 5.19 are 
used to measure the yearly rate of growth in wages and salaries. The 
results are represented in Table 5.20.
Table 5-16 The Total Wages and Salaries and the Total Staff 
Employed in Waste Collection in England and Wales 
in 1978-79 till 1983-84 (Actuals).
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Wages and 
Salaries (Expend- 
i ture-Employees) 
(£)
155,261,
OOU
196,922, 
000
228,862,
000
252,216,
000
265,762,
000
254,744,
000
Total Staff
Employed
(Workers)
36,219 36,733 35,710 34,450 33,179 29,840
Source: Appendix A.
Note: The number of contractors’ workers in 1983-84 are not included
in the total number of staff employed because their wages and 
salaries are not included in the total wages and salaries 
but are included in the contractors' expenditures.
Table 5.17 The Total Real Wages and Salaries in Waste Collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 (Deflated).
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
155,261,000 170,053,540 169,904,970 167,920,100 165,274,870 151,363,040
Note: The figures in this table are calculated by dividing the
actual wages and salaries which are mentioned in Table 5.16 by 
price levels in England and Wales which are mentioned in 
Table 5.2.
Table 5.18 The Average Real Wages and Salaries in Waste Collection 
in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84.
£
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
4286.7 4629.4 4757.9 4874,3 4981.3 5072.4
Note The figures in this table are calculated by dividing the 
deflated wages and salaries mentioned in Table 5.17 by 
the total staff employed mentioned in Table 5.16.
Table 5.19 The Index of the Average Real Wages and Salaries in
Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84 (by using 1978-79 as a Base Year).
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
100.0 107.9 110-9 113.7 116.2 118.3
Note. This data is calculated by using the data which is
available in Table 5.18, by dividing the figure of each 
year by the figure of 1978-79 and multiplying the results 
by 100.
Tabl£ 5^20^ The Percentage Growth in Wages and Salaries in
Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
7.9 2.8 2.5 2.2 1.8
Note: These figures are calculated by using the data which is
mentioned in Table 5.19 by dividing the difference between 
the figures of two years by the figures of the first year 
and multiplying the results by 100.
It is shown in Table 5.20 that there was always a positive rate of 
growth in wages and salaries in waste collection in England and Wales 
in each year of the period which started in 1978-79 till 1983-84. The 
average yearly growth in wages and salaries was nearly 2% - 2.5% in the 
years 1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84, but this rate was very
high in 1978-79.
The rate in 1978-79 was 7.9% and that might explain the unexpected 
relationship between the growth in productivity from one side and the 
growth in costs per tonne and the growth in costs per person served 
from the other.
The growth rate in wages and salaries in 1978-79 was much higher than 
the rate of growth of productivity of that year which was 4.4%. This 
high difference between both of them might explain why there was a 
positive growth in costs per tonne and costs per person served in that 
year, while there was an increase in productivity.
It was hypothesized earlier in this chapter that the growth of 
productivity has to be accompanied by an increase in wages and 
salaries. To examine this hypothesis in waste collection in England 
and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84, we have to compare the growth rates 
of wages and salaraies mentioned in Table 5.20 by the growth rates in 
productivity mentioned in Table 5.6. This comparison is shown in 
Figure 5.3.
From this figure we notice during this period that there was always a 
positive rate in growth of productivity and a positive rate of growth 
of wages and salaries in each year. We notice also from this 
comparison that the rates of growth of productivity were much higher 
than the rates of growth of wages and salaries in 1980-81, 1982-83 and
1983-84, while the rate of growth of productivity was much lower than 
the rate of growth of wages and salaries in 1979-80 and it was 
slightly lower than the rate of growth of wages and salaries in 1981- 
82.
This means that there was always a positive relationship between the 
growth of productivity on the one side and the growth in wages and 
salaries on the other and the rate of growth of productivity was 
sometimes higher and sometimes lower than the rate of growth of wages 
and salaries.
So we notice in general that the growth of productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 succeeded in 
improving the workers' wages and salaries which is important from the 
viewpoint of waste collection workers and their unions.
Figure 5*3 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth of
Productivity and the Percentage Growth of Wages and 
Salaries in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84.
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Notes: 1. GOP = The Percentage Growth of Productivity.
2. GOWS = The Percentage Growth of Wages and Salaries.
5.4.2 The Growth of Unemployed People: An unemployed person can be
defined as the man or woman who is able and willing to work for
salaries and wages similar to those who are at work but he or she 
cannot get work.
But this definition is not completely precise because some of these
people are willing to work at full-time jobs can only get part-time
jobs. These people are seen to be employed for some hours and
(3)
unemployed for the others. Therefore Craven notes that unemployment 
is the total number of hours people want to work in a period, minus the 
number that they actually do work.
The number of unemployed in the U.K. was counted before 1982 by the 
number of people who could not get any work or who had lost their work 
and registered in the Department of Employment Gazette. From 1982 on, 
the number of unemployed people in the U.K. have been counted by the 
number of people who have lost their jobs in addition to the people who 
have not got any job and who are collecting benefits from the Social 
Security Office.
By looking to the data about waste collection in England and Wales in 
1978-79 till 1983-84, which are mentioned in Appendix A, we notice that 
there is no data about the number of unemployed people who are 
registered either in the Department of Employment Gazette or in the 
Social Security Office.
So it is found that the only way to measure the number of unemployed 
people in this area, is to depend on the number of employed people in 
each year. The reduction of the number employed people within two 
years is seen by the increase in the number of unemployed people in one 
year. By dividing this reduction by the number of employed people in 
the previous year, we can count the percentage of unemployed people in 
that year.
It is mentioned before that productivity and the growth of productivity 
are related to the manual workers than the non-manual workers. So it is 
expected that we have to depend on only the numbers of manual workers 
to measure the effect of the growth in productivity on the number of 
unemployed people. But if we refer back to the definition of 
unemployment it is found that we have to take into account the whole 
number of unemployed people in this area. Therefore we have to depend 
on the total number of people who are working in this area, which are .
shown in Table 5 21 as follows
Table 5.21 The Total Numbers of Employed People in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84.
Workers
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
36,219 36,733 35,710 34,450 33,179 30,534
Source. Appendix A.
Note: The contractor’s workers are included in the total
number of people working in 1983-84,.because in this 
case we want to know the reduction in the total number 
of people working in this area.
From Table 5.21 the yearly reduction in the number of employed 
people is measured and represented in Table 5.22 as :
Table 5.22 The Yearly Reduction in the Number of Employed People 
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84.
Workers
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
.
- 0,514 1,023 1,260 1,271 2,645
Note: These figures are calculated by subtracting the number
of employed people in each year from the corresponding 
number in the previous year.
From the data which are represented in Table 5.21 and Table 5.22 the 
yearly rate of reduction in the employed people is measured and 
represented in Table 5.23 as follows.
Table 5.23 The Percentage Reduction in the Employed People
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84.
%
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
-1.4 2.8 3.5 3.7 7.8
Note. These figures are measured by dividing the reduction in 
the number of employed people in each year which are 
mentioned in Table 5.22 by the total number of employed 
people in the previous year which are mentioned in Table 
5.21 and multiplying the results by 100.
On looking at Table 5.22 we notice that there was a reduction in the 
number of employed in each year during 1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83 and
1983-84, while there was an increase in 1979-80. Thus we notice also 
that there was always a positive rate in reduction in each year during
1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84, while there was a negative rate
in reduction in 1979-80.
It was hypothesized earlier in this chapter that the growth of 
productivity has to be accompanied by an increase in the number of 
unemployed people. To examine this hypothesis in waste collection in 
England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 we have to compare the growth 
in unemployment rates during that period, which is mentioned in Table 
5.23 by the yearly rate of growth of productivity which is mentioned in
Table 5.6. This comparison is shown in Figure 5.4.
From this figure we notice that there was always a positive rate of 
growth of productivity accompanied by positive rates of unemployment in 
the following years. These years are 1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83 and
1983-84. We notice also that the highest two rates of growth of 
productivity were in 1982-83 and 1983-84 and accompanied by the highest 
two rates of unemployment.
Figure 5.4 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth of
Productivity and the Percentage Growth of Unemployment 
in Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84.
change
1979-80, 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Notes: 1. GOP = The Percentage Growth of Productivity.
2. GOU = The Percentage Growth of Unemployment.
It is shown also in Figure 5.4 that there was an exception in the 
relationship between the growth in productivity and the rate in 
unemployment in only one year. This year was 1979-80. In that year 
the positive growth in productivity was accompanied by a negative rate 
in unemployment.
The unexpected relationship in 1979-80 might have happened for two 
reasons. Firstly, the method used in measuring the number of 
unemployed people might be wrong, because it takes into account only 
the number of the people who lost their jobs and does not take into 
account the others who are looking for work and could not get any job. 
This method in counting the unemployed people might produce inaccurate 
results.
Secondly, the growth in output in that year might be much higher than 
the growth in productivity. On looking at Table 5.3 we found that the 
total output in 1978-79 was 13,363,330 tonnes while it was 14,200,954 
tonnes in 1979-80. This means that the increase in output between 
these two years was 837,624 tonnes. This increase in output was much 
higher than the increase in output between any other two years. This 
high increase in output might be responsible for the need for more 
workers to collect waste, although there was an increase in 
productivity in that year.
So in general, we notice that the growth in productivity in waste 
collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 was nearly 
always accompanied by an increase in unemployment.
5.5 Summary and Conclusion
It is hypothesized at the beginning of this chapter that the growth of 
productivity in waste collection has to be accompanied by a reduction 
in costs per tonne, reduction in costs per person served, an increase 
in wages and salaries and an increase in the number of unemployed.
To examine this hypothesis in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983- 
84, the following factors are measured. These factors are: (1) the
rate of growth of productivity, (2) the rate of growth of costs per 
tonne, (3) the rate of growth of costs per person served, (4) the rate 
of growth of wages and salaries, and (5) the rate of unemployed people.
First of all, it is found that there was always a positive rate in 
growth of productivity in each year of the period of study. > That 
growth of productivity was compared with the growth of the other 
factors. The results of these comparisons are as follows.
The growth of productivity was almost always accompanied by reductions 
in . costs per tonne and costs per person served. These reductions in 
costs were what the central government, tax payers, consumers, voters 
and councillors were looking for.
The growth of productivity was almost always accompanied by an increase 
in wages and salaries, which was very satisfactory for the workers and 
their unions. But it was accompanied by an increase in the number of 
unemployed in this area, which was unfortunate for the workers and 
their unions.
Therefore, we notice in general that the growth of productivity in 
waste collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 1983-84 had its 
advantages and disadvantages. These advantages were the reduction in
costs per tonne, the reduction in costs per person served, and the 
increase in wages and salaries. But this disadvantage was the increase 
in the number of unemployed people in this area.
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CHAPTER VI
CROSS-SECTION ANALYSIS FOR PRODUCTIVITY
IN WASTE COLLECTION IN ENGLAND AND WALES
6 «1 Introduction
(1)
Accoring to Cohen & Cohen multiple regression analysis is used 
whenever a quantitative variable (the dependent variable) is to be 
studied as a function of, or in relationship to. any factors of 
interest (expressed as dependent variables).
It was shown in the previous quotation that we need to know the 
dependent and independent variables to build up a statistical model 
which expresses the relationship between these variables. In this 
case, we are looking to build up an equation in each area in England 
and Wales, which expresses the relationship between the productivity.of 
waste collection and its independent variables.
Thus, the dependent variable which will always be used in those 
equations is the productivity in waste collection. But it was found in 
the previous two chapters that productivity in this activity is 
measured by using five measurements. These are (1) output per manual 
worker, (2) costs per tonne, (3) costs per person served, (4) the 
growth in wages and salaries, and (5) the growth in unemployment.
It was also mentioned in the two previous chapters that the first 
measurement is the most accurate one, despite its disadvantages. But 
it was found that this equation does not give enough indication for the 
different people who are interested in this area, so it was recommended 
to use the other four measurements in addition to the output per manual 
worker.
Furthermore, the previous two chapters show that central government, 
taxpayers, consumers, voters and councillors are interested in using 
the costs per tonne and the costs per person served, while the workers
and their unions are interested in using the growth in their wages and 
salaries and the growth in the unemployment rate.
The majority of the people are interested in using the costs per tonne 
and costs per person served, rather than the other measurements, 
because the reduction in them both could mean the reduction in taxes, 
rates and grants, the improvement in the quality and quantity of 
services in which the consumers can receive, better reputation for the 
councillors, and so on. So the researcher prefers to use either costs 
per tonne or costs per person served as a dependent variable for the 
model which we are going to build.
It was found that the relationship between these two measurements in 
waste collection in England and Wales, was very high in the period 
which started in 1978-79 till 1983-84. Therefore it is seen that the 
use of one of them is the other side of the coin of the other, and it 
is recommended to use one only.
It is expected that the use of costs per person served is clearer than 
the costs per tonne, in achieving its purposes for the different 
people, because the reduction in costs per tonne might not mean 
anything for these people if it is not accompanied by the reduction in 
costs per person served.
Thus the researcher prefers to use costs per person served as a 
dependent variable in this case, and its independent variables will be 
shown in the next part of this chapter which is called the Variables 
and the Hypothesis.
6.2 The Variables and the Hypothesis
The dependent variable in this case is the cost per person served (X ),
1
and the independent variables are shown as follows:
The first variable is the method of collection (X ). The methods of
2
collection which are used in England and Wales, as mentioned earlier, 
are (1) backdoor collect and return, (2) kerbside system, (3) other 
collect and return, (4) skip system, (5) other normal methods, and (6) 
special collection.
In some of these methods the collection crew have to do a heavier job 
than others. In some of them they have to collect waste from each 
house (backdoor system), while in some others they have to collect 
waste from some points of collection in each street (kerbside system). 
In some of them the collection crew have to return the dustbin back to 
its place, and in some others they are not responsible for this.
The heavier the work to be done by each collection crew, the higher the 
costs of collection and also the higher the costs per person served. 
So it is hypothesised in general that the relationship between the 
methods of collection from one side and the costs per person served 
from the other has to be a positive relationship. This means that the 
more costly the method of collection the more cost per person served.
The second variable is the frequency of collection (X ). Waste is
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collected in England and Wales once a week, less than once a week, and 
twice a week or more. It is expected that the more frequent the 
collection means more costs, because this needs more vehicles, more 
workers' hours, more wages and salaries, more vehicle maintenance and 
so on. This view is supported by Feldman when he points out that :
"Studies of the Chicago collection system suggest an increase 
in frequency of collection from one to two times per week 
produces increases in per capita refuse production. These 
increases ranged from 21 to 63 per cent."(2)
From the above discussion it is hypothesised in general that the 
relationship between the frequency of collection from one turn, and 
costs per person served from the other, has to be a positive 
relationship.
The third variable is the output per manual worker (X ). It was found
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in the previous chapter that the growth in this variable from one year, 
to another in England and Wales was always accompanied by a decrease in 
costs per person served.
So it is hypothesised that the relationship between the output per 
manual worker and the cost per person served has to be a negative 
relationship. This means that the increase in one of them has to be
accompanied by a decrease in the other, and vice versa.
The fourth variable is the average wages and salaries for workers and
employees (X ). Wages and salaries always represent a large part of 
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the total costs of waste collection, because this activity is, as 
mentioned before, a labour-intensive activity. So this variable is 
expected to have a great effect on total costs of this activity, and
the increase in this variable is expected to be accompanied by an
increase in the total costs.
Therefore it is hypothesised in general that the relationship between 
the average wages and salaries from one side, and the costs per person 
served from the other, has to be a positive relationship.
The fifth variable is the average distance to disposal unit (X ). This
6
distance has an impact on the time spent on hauling the load to the
t
disposal unit, dumping it and returning back to the collection route. 
The greater the distance to the disposal unit the more time is needed 
to dispose, dump and return back, and this means more costs in 
collecting waste. In this case Clark, et. al., point out that :
"Haul distance has an effect on collection because of its 
relation to unproductive collection time. The longer the
distance to the disposal site, the less time available for
solid waste collection."(3)
From this quotation it is shown that a greater distance to the disposal 
unit means less time available to collect waste. This means we need 
more vehicles, more workers and more time to collect waste, which means 
on the other hand, an increase in total costs and also in costs per 
person served.
So it is hypothesised in general that the relationship between the 
average distance to the disposal unit from one turn, and the costs per 
person served from the other, has to be a positive relationship. This
means that an increase in the former has to be accompanied by an
increase in the latter and vice versa.
The sixth variable is the crew size (X ). The crew size means the
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number of manual workers per vehicle. The crew always consists of one
driver or more and one loader or more. The increase in the number of
collection crews has two different effects on the costs of collection, 
and this will be shown as follows.
On the one hand the increase in collection crews might increase the 
total costs because of the increase in wages and salaries which are
paid to the manual workers, especially in England and Wales, where 
manual workers represent a high percentage of its workers and where 
wages and salaries represent a high percentage of waste collection 
costs, as mentioned before. This increase in total costs occurs if 
some of the workers are without work at some of the vehicle stops.
On the other hand the increase in collection crews might reduce the 
total costs, if the quantity of waste which is collected in each stop 
is very big and needs more collectors to collect it quickly. In this 
case more collectors means the reduction in time at each stop which 
could mean the reduction in total costs.
Therefore it is hypothesised in general that the relationship between 
the crew size from one side and the costs per person served from the 
other side, might be positive and might be negative. This means that 
the increase in crew size might be accompanied by an increase or 
decrease in costs per person served.
The seventh variable is the density of population (X ). This variable
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has two different effects on the costs of collection. On the one hand 
the higher the density of population could decrease the total costs . of 
collection, because of the utilisation of the economy of scale and the 
economy of contiguity. In this case Edwards & Stevens point out that:
"Increasing the number of households served by a given 
collector should lower average collection cost because of 
economics of scale as well as because of economies of 
contiguity."(4)
(5)
In the same case Feldman notes that a higher density in population 
leads to a higher pickup density and he adds that the closer the pickup 
locations to each other the shorter the distance the vehicles have to
be driven between locations. This view is supported also by Hirsh when 
he suggests that :
"Clearly the closer the various pickup locations, the less 
time is taken up by collection crews walking from truck to 
location, and by trucks driving from location to 
location."(6)
On the other hand the higher density in population could increase the 
costs of collection, because of the higher traffic congestion which 
means more time is needed to move from one unit to another. This view
is supported by Kitchen when he argues that
"A further consequence of high population density is that the 
higher levels of congestion associated with it would lengthen
the time- distance between pickup units, and the disposal
site."(7)
From the above discussion it is hypothesised that the relationship 
between the density of population and the costs per person served might 
be negative and might be positive. This depends on which side has a 
greater influence on costs of collection. If the effect of the level 
of traffic congestion is higher than the influence of the economy of 
scale and the economy of contiguity, the relationship will be positive 
and vice versa.
The eighth variable is the use of more technologised vehicles (X ). It
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is expected that using more of this type of vehicle, the costs of 
collection will be less because of the following reasons.
Firstly the highly technologised vehicles are expected to be faster 
than the other vehicles in moving from one collection unit to another 
and from the last collection unit to the disposal site.
Secondly the average capacity of the highly technologised vehicles is 
expected to be more than the other vehicles. This means less 
travelling numbers to the disposal site.
Thirdly the crew size in the more technologised vehicles is expected to 
be less than the other vehicles, because some of the work is done 
mechanically in these vehicles. For instance, the containers in some 
of these vehicles are emptied mechanically.
Fourthly the use of more technologised vehicles means less repairs, 
less maintenance and fewer breakdowns.
Fifthly it is expected that the more technologised vehicles are the
safer they are because they are better equipped than the other
vehicles. This means fewer accidents, injuries, and so on.
From the above discussion it is hypothesised that the relationhip
between the use of highly technologised vehicles on one hand and costs 
per person served on the other, has to be a negative relationship.
This means that the increase in the use of highly technologised
vehicles means the reduction in costs per person served.
The ninth variable is the type of waste (X ). The waste in England
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and Wales is divided into three types. These are household, commercial 
and industrial waste. It is expected that the increase in commercial
and industrial waste means the increase in total costs of waste 
collected for two reasons.
These are (1) commercial and industrial waste have different kinds of 
waste, each of which might need different equipment, procedures or
disposal sites, and (2) commercial and industrial waste needs to be
collected more frequently than household waste.
In this case Hirsch points out that :
"It is useful to distinguish between residential refuse 
collection on the one hand and industrial refuse collection 
on the other. The two usually are carried out separately and 
the latter takes place virtually on a daily basis."(8)
(9)
In the same case Schreiner, Muncrief & Davis note that commercial 
collections require more time for hookups of the containers to the
hydraulic system and more frequent trips to the disposal site.
From the above discussion, it is hypothesised that the relationship 
between commercial waste (including industrial waste) and costs per 
person served has to be a positive relationship. This means that the 
greater the commercial waste, the greater the cost per person served.
The tenth variable is the average income per person (X ). It is
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expected that higher incomes mean higher consumption of the different 
kinds of goods, which means on the other hand an increase in quantity 
of waste.
(10)
This view is supported by Feber when he argues that many studies
were carried out to study the relationship between aggregate
consumption and aggregate income, and he adds that these studies
(U)
confirmed this relationship. In the same case Collins & Downes 
note that the higher income households are expected to generate more 
garbage than lower income people.
Furthermore, Kemper & Quigley point out that :
"rising household incomes have led to increased consumption 
of all types of goods, especially disposable goods, which has 
increased the quantity of refuse generated as a by-product of 
consumption.11 (12)
From the above discussion it is shown that an increase in income means 
an increase in consumption, especially disposable goods. This means 
more waste and also higher costs in collecting them. Therefore it is 
hypothesised that the relationship between the level of income from one 
side and the costs per person served has to be a positive relationship.
The eleventh variable is the methods of storage which are used in
collecting waste (X ). These methods in England and Wales are
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dustbins, disposable sacks, bulk storage containers and others. The 
use of disposable sacks rather than the other methods might increase or 
decrease the cost of collection.
On the one hand these sacks are only used once and we have to pay for 
them each time, while the other methods are used for a longer period of 
time (sometimes for several years). Therefore the use of disposable 
sacks might be more costly than the other methods.
On the other hand the use of these sacks is handled easier than the
other methods and at the same time it saves some steps in collecting
waste compared with other methods. In the other methods the following
jobs have to be done in collecting waste: (1) collect the containers
or dustbins, (2) empty them into the vehicle, and (3) return them back 
to their places or to any other place, whereas in the method of
disposable sacks we have only to collect and put them into the
vehicles.
Due to the advantages of using disposable sacks in collecting waste, 
the productivity of this method is expected to be higher than the other 
methods which could reduce the costs of collecting waste. This view is 
supported by Savas, et. al., when they point out that :
"Using paper or plastic bags instead of returnable containers 
can reduce collection time because they are one-way saving 
the time involved in emptying a container. This translates 
into considerable manpower cost reductions."(13)
From the previous discussion it is hypothesised that the expansion of 
using disposable sacks might have a negative or positive effect on the 
costs per person served. If the increase in costs is higher than the 
increase in productivity as the result of using this method, it is 
expected that this relationship has to be positive, and vice versa.
The twelfth variable is the provider of this service (X ) which is the
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public sector through the local authorities’ agencies and the private 
sector (contractors in England and Wales).
It was mentioned earlier that it is expected that the efficiency of the 
public sector in running , fthy activity is less than the efficiency 
of the private sector, and it was mentioned earlier also that the 
contract out system has more advantages in running this activity
than the local authorities.
(14)
In this case Savas made a comparison study between the costs of 
waste collection in private and public sectors. This study is entitled 
"Comparative Costs of Public and Private Enterprise in a Municipal 
Service".
In this study Savas compared the results of 8 studies which were done 
in this case in U.S.A., Canada and Switzerland. The results of this
study are as follows: (1) the costs per person served in a contract
system is less costly than the municipal collection in five of these 
studies, (2) the costs per person served in both cases are equal in two 
of these studies, (3) the costs per person served in the public sector 
is less than the contract system in only one of these studies.
Accordingly, the majority of previous studies confirmed that the 
private sector is less costly than the public sector in handling this 
activity. So it is hypothesised that the expansion of using the 
contract-out system means less costs per person served, and vice versa.
The thirteenth variable is the reliability of the removal of the
service (X ). The more reliable the collection of waste needs more 
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time to be sure that all the waste is collected and is not spread into 
the street and does not cause noise. The more time needed to collect 
waste the higher the costs.
Therefore it is hypothesised that the relationship between this 
variable and the costs per person served has to be a positive 
relationship.
The fourteenth variable is the nature of the city (X ). This variable
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contains many components which are : (1) the overall topography or
configuration of the district, (2) is the district hilly or flat?, (3) 
the rainfall, average wind speed, temperatures, and other climatic 
factors, and (4) the type of district - is it seaside, holiday town, 
industrial town, agricultural town, mining town, etc.
Each one of these components has its impact on the costs of collection. 
Some of them influence the quality and quantity of waste, such as the 
type of district. Some others affect the speed of carrying out this
activity such as the climatic factors and topography of the district.
The impact of each of these components on costs of collection varies 
from one component to another. So it is hypothesised that the 
relationship between this variable and the costs per person served 
might be negative or positive.
The fifteenth variable is the method of financing this activity (X ).
16
This service is financed by taxes and rates, or by a direct charge from 
the consumer. The use of any one of these has two different effects on 
costs of collection compared with the other.
For instance the use of general resources (taxes and rates) to finance 
this activity saves some costs which are essential in the other method. 
These costs are collecting charges from the consumers (direct charge 
system).
At the same time the use of taxes and rates might be responsible for 
the increase in collection costs because in this case the consumer is 
willing to produce more waste which does not cost him any additional 
money. This view is supported by Wertz when he points out that :
"Whereas financing by general taxation promotes social 
economy in collecting whatever refuse households produce, it 
simultaneously promotes social diseconomy in abetting their 
overproduction of refuse. The argument begins once again 
with the understanding that the price charged for putting out 
additional quantities of refuse for public collection and 
disposal is, for any one person, zero."(15)
(16)
In the same case Wertz adds that to induce a household to produce 
an efficient and smaller quantity of refuse, it is necessary to charge 
them.
From the previous discussion it is hypothesised that the expansion of 
using either taxes and rates or direct charge, might have a negative or 
positive relationship with costs per person served.
The sixteenth variable is management activities (X ). The management
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of any provider of this activity can use the following methods and 
techniques. These are: modern techniques for personnel
administration, planning and programming, scientific job analysis, 
route determination, field reporting and costs analysis.
It is expected that using these methods in this activity can improve 
the efficiency of doing this activity, which means the reduction in its 
costs. So it is hypothesised that the relationship between applying 
the new methods of management and costs per person served has to be a 
negative relationship.
6.3 The Ideal Model
The ideal model is the model which contains all the independent 
variables, which have an impact on the dependent variables. From the 
previous discussion of the dependent and independent variables, the 
ideal model is presented as follows:
X = F(X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X ,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
where
X
1
X
0
s= the costs per person served,
= the methods of collection,
X
*3
= the frequency of collection,
mJ
X
A
= the output per manual worker,
H
X = the average wages and salaries,
J
X = the average distance to disposal unit,
Q
X
7
= the crew size,
/
X
8
X
q
= the density of population,
= the more technologised vehicles,
y
X = the type of waste,
10
X = the average income per person,
11
X = the methods of storage,
12
X = the provider of the service,
13
X = the reliability of the removal of the service
14
X _ the nature of the city,
15
X = the methods of financing this activity, and
16
X = the management activities.
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6.4 The Variables1 Measurements
From the previous discussion it was found that there are seventeen 
dependent and independent variables, each of which needs to be measured 
to test our hypothesis and to build up a statistical model. Some of 
these variables are measured directly and others need to be measured 
indirectly because of the absence of a direct measurement for them.
The variables which will be measured indirectly are (1) the methods of 
collection, and (2) the frequency of collection. Therefore, this part 
is divided into 3 sections : (1) measuring of the methods of
collection 9 (2) measuring of the frequency of collection and (3) 
measuring of the other variables
6.4.1 The Measuring of the Methods of Collection It was found that 
the methods of collection which are used in England and Wales in 1983- 
84 vary according to the type of waste (household and commercial) 
The methods which are used to collect household waste are mentioned in 
Columns 22 f 23 f 24 and 25 in Appendix while the methods which are 
used to collect commercial waste are mentioned in Columns 26 j 27^ 28^
29 ^  30 and 31 in Appendix B-
So we started at the beginning to distinguish between the districts
according to the majority of their types of waste. If the majority, is
household waste we depend on the methods of collection of household 
waste and if the majority is commercial waste we depend on the methods
of collection of commercial waste -
The percentages of waste collected according to the type of waste are 
mentioned in Columns 13 ^ 14^and 15 in Appendix B« The first one 
represents household waste while the latter two represent commercial 
and industrial waste. The latter two are added to each other to 
represent commercial waste which includes industrial waste in this 
case •
It was found that the data about the type of waste is not available in 
some districts, and in some others their waste is divided equally 
between household and commercial. In these cases the type of waste is 
considered to be the type of waste which represents the majority in 
each county.
After choosing the methods of collection of each district^ the value of 
each method in each area is measured according to the following steps-
The first one is to measure the value of each method according to the 
average costs per person served in the districts which is applying the 
method of collection by 100%, with the system of once a week by 100%.
The main reasons for choosing the districts which are applying the 
system of once a week by 100% are (1) to be sure that the frequency of 
collection is constant when we started to evaluate the methods of 
collection, and (2) to find many districts which are applying this 
system with 100%, because it is found that the majority of the 
districts in the four areas apply this system with 100%.
The second step is applied only if we could not find any district which 
is applying only one method of collection with 100%. In this step we 
found three cases. The first case is applied when there is one 
district or more which applies one unknown method with another one or 
more which their values are known now (because these values are 
measured in the previous step).
By taking into account the percentage of applying each method and the 
costs per person served, we can build up a linear equation of first 
degree in each district. Each equation has two or more variables, in 
one of them the value is unknown, in the others their values are known.
By making substitutions by the value of the known methods, we can 
obtain the value of the unknown method in each district. The average 
of these values is used to represent the value of the unknown method.
Sometimes it is found that the number of districts which could be used 
to evaluate one method of collection is very big. This happened 
especially in Non-Metropolitan Districts - England. In this case we 
prefer to choose samples from these districts. In choosing these
samples we preferred to choose the districts which apply the method of 
collection with a higher percentage than the others, because it was 
found that the higher percentage of applying any method the more 
accurate the results*
The second case is applied when the value of two methods of collection 
are not known in some of the districts* In this case we build up a 
linear equation of first degree with two unknown methods in each 
district taking into account the percentage of applying each method 
and costs per person served*
By taking every two equations and making substitutions between both of 
them> we can measure the value of each unknown method. The average
value of each method is used to represent the value of this method.
The third case happened in one district only. This district is called 
Calderdale in Metropolitan Districts. This district applied the
kerbside system and the skip system more than the other methods whose 
values are known. These two methods of collection are not used in any 
other district in this area*
Therefore, we cannot measure their values in this area because of the
availability of only one equation with two unknown values while we need 
two equations* In this case we prefer to depend on their values in 
London Boroughs which are £4.20 for kerbside system and £7.70 for skip 
system.
As the result of applying the previous steps within their cases^, it 
was found that the values of the methods of collection are as follows:
Table 6 -1 The Values of the Methods of Collection in the
Four Areas in England and Wales in 1983-84 .
£
London
Boroughs
Metropoli­
tan
Districts
Non-Me t
Districts
England
Non-Met
Districts
Wales
Backdoor system 8*44 9.49 9.05 10.89
Skip system 7*70 7.70 7.68 6.28
Kerbside system 4.20 4.20 6.05 7.64
Other collect & return 34.00 4.85 9.35 8.63
Other normal methods 30.71 6.24 8.61 5.23
Special collection 18.65 10.85 12.89 12.46
Note: These values are measured indirectly by the steps which
were mentioned before* Therefore they are considered 
as kinds of dummy values
According to these values and the percentage of applying each method in 
each district^ we measured the values of the methods of collection in 
each of these districts.
6.4-2 The Measuring of the Frequency of Collection: To measure the
values of the frequency of collection^ we largely depend on the same
steps which are used to measure the values of the methods of
collection, with only two differences* These are*
Firstly- in measuring the values of the methods of collection we
preferred to make the frequency of collection constant by choosing 
those which are applied with the system of once a week with 100%. But 
we could not use the same method when we started to measure the values
of the frequency of collection.
We could not make the methods of collection constant in this case
because of the unavailability of a large number of districts which 
apply the same method of collection with 100%. Therefore the districts 
are chosen in this case according to their frequency of collection, and 
without taking into account the percentage of applying any method of 
collection.
Secondly, we found that the number of cases which were used in
measuring the values of the frequency of collection were less than the 
number which were used in evaluating the methods of collection.
It was found that these cases were : (1) the average costs per person
served which apply the frequency of collection with 100%. In this case 
we are faced with only one problem. This occurred when we started to 
evaluate the value of once a week in Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
England. It was found that the number of districts which apply this 
system with 100% is very high.
So we preferred to measure the value of this system by the average 
costs of a sample of these districts. This sample was chosen from the 
districts which apply this system with 100% and are included in the 
sample of the whole area.
And (2) the measurement of the value of the frequency of collection in
the districts which apply two or more systems of collections, one of
them is an unknown value, while the values of the others were measured 
previously.
The value of the unknown system is measured in each district by 
building up some linear equations taking into account the percentage of 
applying each system and the costs per person served* By making 
substitutions in the known values we can obtain the values of the 
unknown systems in each district. The average of these values is taken 
to represent the value of the system in each area*
The samples are chosen in this case according to the size of population 
and according to the percentage of applying any unknown system* We 
preferred to use the districts which apply any system with a higher 
percentage than the others for the reasons which were mentioned 
earlier.
As the result of applying the previous steps with their cases, it was 
found that the values of the frequency of collection are shown in Table 
6.2.
Table 6.2 The Values of the Frequency of Collection in the 
Four Areas in England and Wales in 1983-84.
£
London
Boroughs
Metro­
politan
Districts
Non-Met
Districts
England
Non-Met
Districts
Wales
Twice or more 25.82 28.68 10.70 9.19
Once a week 11.96 9.36 8.41 9.11
Less than once - - 5.11 7.86
Note These values are measured indirectly by the steps mentioned
before. Therefore they are considered as kinds of dummy values.
According to these values and the percentage of applying each system, 
we measured the values of the frequency of collection in each district*
6.4.3 The Measuring of the Other Variables: The values of the other
variables are measured as follows.
1- The costs per person served (X ), is measured by dividing the total
I
costs by the total number of population. By looking to the data 
available about waste collection in England and Wales in 1983-84 which 
are shown in Appendix B> we notice that the number of population is 
mentioned in Column 1 in Appendix B, while there are two columns about 
expenditure. The first column is no. 81 in Appendix B which is 
entitled gross expenditure, and the second is no. 95 in Appendix B 
which is entitled total net expenditure*
As mentioned before, the gross expenditure is expected to be more 
representative to the total costs than the net expenditure, because 
there are many variables included in measuring the net expenditure, 
which are not related to the quantity of waste collected.
Therefore we preferred to measure the costs per person served by 
dividing the gross expenditure which is mentioned in Column 81 in 
Appendix B by the total number of population which is mentioned in 
Column 1 in Appendix B.
2. The output per manual worker (X ) is measured by dividing the total
—
weight of waste which is mentioned in Column 8 in Appendix B by the 
total manual workers. Manual workers in England and Wales in 1983-84
consist of the manual workers in local authorities, and the total
contractors' workers (because it is mentioned in this data that all
contractors' workers are manual workers).
The latter is mentioned in Column 71 in Appendix B while the previous
one consists of drivers» loaders, drivers/loaders and other manual
workers, and they are mentioned in Columns 64, 65, 66 and 67 in
Appendix B. So the total manual workers is measured by adding together 
the figures in Columns 64, 65, 66, 67 and 71 in Appendix B.
3. The average wages and salaries (X ) is measured by dividing the
employees’ expenditure which is mentioned in Column 72 in Appendix B by
the total number of staff employed which is mentioned in Column 70 in
Appendix B.
In this case we could not add the number of contractors ' manual workers 
to total staff employed because their wages and salaries are not 
included in total employees’ expenditure. They are included in total 
contractors' expenditure. therefore we could not know the amount of 
contractors' wages and salaries.
Furthermore as the result of the absence of the data about contractors’ 
wages and salaries we could not measure the average wages and salaries 
in the districts which apply the contract system.
The average distance to disposal unit (X )_ is not available in the
6^
statistics for 1983-84. But it is found that this data is available in 
the statistics for 1982-83 in Column 55.
It is expected that this data has not changed too much during these two 
years, so we preferred in this case to depend on 1982-83 data than to 
eliminate this variable completely -
5. The crew size (X ) is measured by dividing the total manual workers
1
by the total number of collection vehicles. The total number of manual 
workers are measured, as mentioned before, by adding together the local
authorities’ manual workers, to contractors’ manual workers. This data 
is mentioned in Columns 64, 65) 66, 67 and 71 in Apendix B.
The total number of collection vehicles are measured by adding together 
the total number of local authorities' vehicles which are mentioned in 
Column 59 in Appendix B, to the total number of contractors ' i/ek«cles 
which are mentioned in Column 63 in Appendix B.
If the service is supplied only by the local authority we depend only 
on the local authorities' data, and if the service is supplied by the 
contract-out system we depend only on the contractors' data,
6. The density of population (X ) is already available in Column 3 in
8.
Appendix B, so it does not need any kind of measurement
7. The use of more technologised vehicles ( X _): By looking to the
1
data available, we found that the vehicles which are used in collecting 
waste in England and Wales in 1983-84 are divided into two types*
The first type is the specialist vehicles which are mentioned in 
Columns 56 and 57 in Appendix B in local authorities collection 
vehicles, and in Columns 60 and 61 in Appendix B In contractors 
collection vehicles. The second type is the general purpose collection 
vehicles which are mentioned in Column 58 in Appendix B in local
authorities collection vehicles, and Column 62 in Appendix B in
contractors' collection vehicles.
It is expected that the use of specialist vehicles is more productive 
and cost less than the use of general purpose vehicles, due to many 
reasons. These reasons are mentioned by Hagerty, Pavoni & Heer when 
they point out that i
"It is designed for convenience in manual loading and ease of 
mechanical unloading^ appurtenances such as handholds^
steps, mirrors, etc#, make the designed collection truck 
safer for use than a conventional one pressed into service as 
a refuse collection vehicle."(17)
It is shown from the previous discussion that we have to distinguish 
between specialist vehicles and general purpose vehicles, because the 
first type is seen as more technologised than the second. But by 
looking to the data about the collection vehicles in England and Wales 
in 1983—84, we found that the number of general purpose vehicles in 
each district is very few and there are many districts not using this 
type of vehicle. Therefore it is expected that the division between 
these two types of vehicles in England and Wales in this year, will be 
worthless.
But by looking to the specialist vehicles in England and Wales which 
are mentioned in Columns 56^ 57, 60 and 61 in Appendix B we found that
they are divided into specialist vehicles with compaction and 
specialist vehicles without compaction. It is expected that the 
specialist vehicles with compaction are more productive and less costly 
than any other vehicles, because waste in the other vehicles is spread 
in the street while the vehicles are moving around from one place to 
another. The waste which is spread needs to be collected again and
that means more costs in collecting waste.
Therefore we prefer to consider that the specialist vehicles with
compaction are more technologised than all of the other vehicles. This
variable is measured by the percentage of use in this type of vehicle 
to the total number of vehicles in each district. Moreover, we 
preferred to change the name of this variable to express the real 
method which is used in measuring it. The new name is the use of
specialst vehicles with compaction.
8. The type of was te (X is measured by adding together the
W_
percentage of commercial waste to the percentage of industrial waste 
which are mentioned in Columns 14 and 15 in Appendix B. The main 
reason for this, as mentioned before, is that it is expected that these 
two types of waste are more costly than household waste.
It is recommended that the name of this variable has to be changed 
also, to be more representative of the method which is used in
measuring it. The new name is the rate of commercial waste, taking
into account that industrial waste is included with commercial waste.
9. The average income per person (X _). not available in the data
U_
available about waste collection in England and Wales in 1983-84. As
mentioned before this variable is highly related to the level of
consumption and also to the quantity of waste, so the average quantity 
of waste is seen as representative of the average income per person.
The average quantity of waste is measured by dividing the total 
quantity of waste in tonnes which is mentioned in Column 8 in Appendix
B, by/the total number of population which is mentioned in Column 1 in
/ '
Appendix B. The name of this variable is changed too to express the 
roothod which is used in measuring it. The new name is the quantity of 
waste per head of population.
10. The methods of storage (X )_ is measured by using the percentage
12_
of waste which is collected by disposable sacks, because the use of 
these sacks has a different nature to the other methods.
The data about this variable is mentioned already in Column 17 in 
Appendix B. But we prefer to change its name to the use of disposable 
sacks in collecting waste. The new name is expected to be more 
representative of this variable than the previous one.
11. The provider of the service (X _) could be measured by using dummy
11
values. One value for each provider. By looking at data available 
about England and Wales in 1983-84* we noticed that the providers of 
this service are the local authorities and the contractors. So we can 
evaluate one of them by the value 0 and the other by the value 1.
But we noticed also from this data that the contractors are the 
providers of this service for only 22 districts, while the total 
number of the districts which are included in these statistics are 368. 
Furthermore we noticed too that the contractors' costs are £9,501,000, 
while the gross expenditure in that year was £440*745*000.
From the above figures we found that the number of districts which 
apply the contract system represents only 5.9% of the total number of 
districts, and the contractors' costs represent only 2.15% of the gross 
expenditure.
It is shown from the previous discussion that this service is provided 
mainly in England and Wales in 1983-84 by the local authorities* and 
the contract system has very little impact on its activities. 
Therefore it is expected that this variable has no significant 
influence on costs per person served, and so we prefer to drop it from 
our variables.
12. The reliability of the removal of the service (X ) could be
~ 14“
measured by the number of telephone calls per householder* or by the
number of written complaints per household, or by both. This 
measurement is always used to represent how satisfied the consumers are 
by the reliability of providing this service.
But because of the unavailability of this data, this variable is 
eliminated from our independent variables.
13. The nature of the city (X )_: This variable has, as mentioned
15
before, many components. Some of these could be measured by real 
values such as climatic factors, some others could be measured by using 
dummy values such as the type of city and some others could not be 
measured at all, because of the absence of reliable data about them, 
such as the configuration of the city.
Our study is divided as mentioned before into four areas. These are
London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts, Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
England and Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales. It is expected that 
there are no big differences in each area in their climatic factors, in 
their configurations, in their types, and so on. Therefore, we prefer 
to drop this variable, also because it is expected that its impact on 
costs per person served is not highly significant moreover to the 
difficulty in measuring some of its variables.
14. The methods of finance (X )_ could be measured by using dummy
I k
values. One dummy value for the charge system and another for the 
general finance system (taxes and rates).
But it is found that the same methods are always used in each area in 
England and Wales. The household waste is always financed by taxes and 
rates, while the commercial waste is always financed by the direct 
finance system (charge system).
Therefore it is expected that the impact of this variable in costs per 
person served is insignificant, so we prefer to exclude this variable 
from our independent variables.
15. The management activities (X ) could be measured by using dummy
J7
values for each method of management activities.
We prefer to drop this variable from our independent variables, because 
we think that we cannot find any reliable data about this variable in 
each district in each area.
6.5 The Expected Model
As mentioned before the ideal model includes all the independent 
variables. Some of these variables are dropped because of the 
unavailability of their data, or because of the expected insignificance 
of this variable, or because of some other reasons. The names of some 
other variables are changed to represent the methods which are used to 
measure them.
So the independent variables in the expected model vary from the 
independent variables in the ideal model. The variables which are 
included in the expected model are as follows :
1 The methods of collection (X )
2
2- The frequency of collection (X )
3
3- The output per manual worker (X )
4
4- The average wages and salaries (X )
5
5' The average distance to disposal unit (X )
6 . . ,
6. The crew size (X )
7 •,
7- The density of population (X )
8
8* The use of specialist vehicles with compaction (X )
9
9' The rate of commercial waste (X )
10
10. The quantity of waste per head of population (X ), and
11
11. The use of disposable sacks (X )
12
The relationship between costs per person served from one side and the
independent variables from the other, is expected not to be a linear
relationship because most of the economic relationships are nonlinear.
(18)
This view is supported by Johnston when he points out that in the 
absence of any firm theoretical indications, an inspection of the 
scatter diagram may indicate the inappropriateness of attempting to fit 
a linear relationship.
It is expected also that this relationship has to be curvilinear,
because the relationships between costs per person served and most of
the independent variables are expected not to be constant (the increase
in the independent variables is accompanied by an increase in the
dependent variables but not by the same rate). In this case Cohen & 
U9)
Cohen note that if the relationship between the dependent and the
independent variables is not constant, this relationship is a 
curvilinear relationship.
From the previous discussion it is shown that the relationship between 
costs per person served and the independent variables is a curvilinear 
relationship and not linear. Therefore, we have to add one or more 
squared variables to the previous variables, to make this relationship 
in a curvilinear form.
Most of the previous studies used only one squared variable such as
(20) (21) (22)
Kitchen , Clark, et. al. and Hirsch . But in this research
we preferred to square more than one variable, to give the squared
variables more probability to be presented in the second step of
building the equation up. This step which depends on the variables
which are statistically significant by 95% or by 99%, as mentioned
in the first chapter of this thesis.
The researcher squared only three variables, two of them are the
variables which measured indirectly, and the third was chosen randomly
2
from the remaining variables. The squared variables are: X (the
2 2 2 2 
methods of collection) , X (the frequency of collections) , and 
2 3 z
X (the density of population) . 
o
From the previous discussion the expected model is declared as follows:
2 2 2
X = f(X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X  , X , X ) 
1 2 2 3 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 9 10 11 12
6.6 The Actual Models in England and Wales in 1983-84
In this part the dependent and independent variables are measured in 
each area in England and Wales, according to the methods which were
mentioned earlier. These variables are entered in the computer to 
measure the correlation coefficients and to build a statistical model 
in each of these areas.
The correlation coefficients are measured to test our hypothesis about 
the relationship between the costs per person served and the 
independent variables. The statistical models are built for two 
reasons. These are (1) to know how satisfactory our variables are, and
(2) to be used for anticipating costs per person served in the future.
Therefore, this section is divided into four parts, each part declaring 
the actual results in each area in England and Wales, as shown in the 
following parts of this chapter.
6.6.1 The Actual Models in Waste Collection in London Boroughs in 
1983-84: The correlation coefficient between the independent variables
and costs per person served are shown in Table 6.3 and Figure 6.1.
From Table 6.3 and Figure 6.1 we notice that all the independent
variables are correlated to the costs per person served, but the
strength and direction of this relationship varies from one variable to
another. For instance the correlations with the waste per head of
population and with the rate of commercial waste X are very strong
10
while the relationships with the methods of collection and density of 
population are very low.
We notice also that there are three variables whose correlations are 
more than 50%, while all the other variables' correlations are less 
than 50%. Furthermore, it is shown that there are six variables 
positively related to costs,per person served, while there are five 
other variables negatively related to costs per person served.
Table 6»3 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per Person
Served and the Independent Variables in Waste Collection 
• in London Boroughs in 1983-84.
r LOS
The methods of collection (X )
9
-.17575
The frequency of collection (X )
•3
.50089 * *
The output per manual worker (X )
L
.30981 *
The average wages and salaries (X ) .22625
The average distance to disposal unit (X )
A
-.21698
The
D
crew size (X )
7
-.37242 **
The
/
density of population (X )
8
use of specialist vehicles with compaction (X )
Q
-.16300
The -.34473 *
The rate of commercial waste (X )
10
.78353 * *
The quantity of waste per head of population (X )
11
.99882 * *
The use of disposable sacks (X )
12
.28627 *
Note: 1.
2 .
3.
4.
r
LOS
**
*
The correlation coefficient.
The level of significance.
Significant relationship at 99% level of confidence. 
Significant relationship at 95% level of confidence.
Figure 6•1 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per Person
Served and the Independent Variables in Waste Collection 
in London Boroughs in 1983-84.
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the quantity of waste per head of population 
the use of disposable sacks 
= the correlation coefficients
Moreover we found that there are only 8 variables whose correlations 
with costs per person served are statistically significant by 95% or by 
99%, while all the other variables are not statistically significant by 
these levels of confidence.
To examine the hypothesised relationship between the independent
variables and costs per person served, we have to compare our
hypothesis by the actual results. At the beginning we started with the
variables which are hypothesised that they might have negative or
positive relationships with costs per person served. These variables
are : (1) the crew size (X ), (2) the density of population (X ), and
7 8
(3) the use of disposable sacks (X ).
12
By looking at Table 6.3 and Figure 6.1 we notice that the relationships 
with density of population and crew size are negative relationships but 
the relationships with the latter is higher than with the previous one. 
The correlations with these variables are -.16300 and -.37242 
respectively. It was found also that the relationship with the use of 
disposable sacks which is .28627 is a low positive relationship.
The negative relationship with the density of population, means that 
the impact of this variable in this area on the economies of scale and 
contiguity is higher than its impact on traffic congestion.
The negative relationship with the crew size means that the higher the 
crew size in this area the higher the productivity with a higher rate 
than the increase in their wages and salaries.
The positive relationship with the use of disposable sacks means that 
the increase in this variable in this area is accompaied by an increase 
in their costs with a higher rate than their effect on productivity.
By comparing the actual correlation coefficients for the other 
variables by our hypothesis, we notice that there are only three 
variables whose direction of correlations are different from our 
hypothesis. These variables are (1) the output per manual worker, (2) 
the average distance to disposal unit, and (3) the methods of 
collection.
Firstly, it is hypothesised that the relationship between the output 
per manual worker (productivity) and costs per person served has to be 
a negative relationship, but by looking at Table 6.3 and Figure 6.1, it 
is found that this relationship is a surprisingly positive 
relationship. This means that - the increase in the former is 
accompanied by an increase in costs per person served.
The interpretation for this unexpected relationship is that it might 
have happened because of the increase in productivity in this area in
that year might be accompanied by an increase in wages and salaries
with a higher rate than the increase in productivity or it might be
affected by the impact of the other independent variables.
Secondly, it is hypothesised that the relationship between the average 
distance to disposal unit and costs per person served has to be a 
positive relationship, but it is found in Table 6.3 and Figure 6.1 that 
this relationship is astonishingly negative. This means that the
increase in this distance is accompanied by a reduction in costs per 
person served.
This unexpected relationship might have occurred because (1) the
figures of this variable are taken from the Statistics of 1982-83. 
These figures may have changed in 1983-84 and could have caused the
inaccuracy of its relationship with costs per person served, and (2) 
the relationship with this variable might be affected by the impact of 
the other independent variables in costs per person served.
Thirdly, it is hypothesised that the relationship between the methods 
of collection and costs per peron served has to be a positive 
relationship, but it is shown in Table 6-3 and Figure 6.1 that this 
relationship is a low negative relationship. This means that the more 
costly the method of collection is, the less costs per person served.
The reasons for this unexpected relationship might be: (1) this
variable is measured indirectly so its value might be an inaccurate 
value, and this might affect the relationship between this variable and 
costs per person served, and (2) the other variables might affect this 
relationship also.
To know how satisfactory these variables are, to explain the variation
of costs per person served, all with squared variables are entered into
the computer with a command to build up a statistical model. These
variables are divided into the output of the computer (1) variables are
included in the equation, and (2) variables are not included in the
equation. All the independent variables are included in the equation
except two variables. These are (1) the methods of collection (X ) and
2
(2) the frequency of collection (X ).
3
The variables are entered into the equation according to the following 
2 2 2 
steps: X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X and X . All the
8 10 2 6 5 12 7 9 3 4 11 8
details about this equation are mentioned in the computer output, so
we can build up an equation in this area which contains 32 boroughs.
This equation is shown in Table 6.4.
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In Table 6.4 it is shown that R of this equation is .99992. This
means that the variables which are included in the equation are highly
satisfactory, because they explain 99.99% of the variation in costs per
person served.
It is shown also in this table that this equation with (12-11) degrees 
of freedom is highly significant by 99%. Moreover, it is found that 
there are five variables which are statistically significant by 95% or 
by 99%, while all the other variables are not statistically significant 
either by 95% or by 99%.
2
Although R of this equation is very high and it is highly significant
by 99%, it is found that the number of the independent variables which
are included in this equation are very big (12 variables) and it
includes some insignificant variables. Therefore we prefer to build
another equation with only the significant variables, which are X , X ,
4 5
X , X and X . These variables are entered into the computer with 
6 8 11 
another command to build up a new equation.
All these variables are included in the new equation with the following
steps: X , X , X , X and X . But it is found that X became
4 8 6 1 1  5 6
insignificant in the new equation, so we prefer to build up another
equation with the remaining four variables which are X , X , X and
4 5 8
X . These variables are entered into the equation according to the 
11
following steps: X , X , X and X . The details about the new
4 8 11 5
equation are mentioned in the computer output. Therefore the new
equation is built and presented in Table 6.5 as follows.
Table 6*5 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection in 
London Boroughs (includes the significant 
variables).
Constant
Independent Variables 2
R LOS DF
X
4
X
5
X
8
X
11
B .823446 -.018
434
.00068
2466
.047
465
.034
022
.999
66
** (4-26)
SEB 2.041623
.002
663
.00024
288
.010
616
.0001
8422
LOS ** ** **
•
Notes: 1. B = The regression coefficient
2. SEB = The standard error of regression coefficient
3. LOS = The level of significance
4. DF = Degrees of freedom
5. ** = Significant relationship at 99% level
of confidence.
2
It is shown in this table that R in this equation is still very high 
(.99966) in spite of reducing the number of the variables which are 
included in the equation from twelve variables in the previous one to 
four variables in this equation. This means that 99.96% of the 
variation in costs per person served is explained in terms of only four 
variables.
It is shown also in this table that this equation by (4-26) degrees of 
freedom is highly significant by 99%, and all of its variables are 
statistically significant by 99%.
Therefore, the equation which is presented in Table 6.5 is highly 
recommended to be used to anticipate costs per person served in waste 
collection in London Boroughs, rather than the previous one which is 
presented in Table 6.4 and which includes a large number of variables,
most of which are not statistically significant either by 95% or by
99%.
6.6.2 The Actual Models in Waste Collection in Metropolitan Districts 
in 1983-84: To test our hypothesis in this area, the correlation
coefficients between costs per person served and the independent
variables are measured and presented in Table 6.6 and in Figure 6.2.
It is shown in Table 6.6 and Figure 6.2 that all of the independent
variables are correlated with costs per person served but the strength
of these relationships are rather low. The highest is .41561 (with the
frequency of collection), and the lowest is -.02637 (with the average 
distance to disposal unit).
It is shown also that the correlation coefficients are positive in six 
of these variables, while it is negative with the other five.
Furthermore, we notice that there are only three variables which are
statistically significant either by 99% or 95%.
To examine our hypothesis which were mentioned earlier in this chapter,
we started with the variables which have two sides of impact on costs
per person served. These variables might have a negative or positive
relationship with costs per person served. These variables are (1) the
crew size (X ), (2) the density of population (X ) and (3) the use of
7 8
disposable sacks (X ).
12
Table 6.6 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per 
Person Served and the Independent Variables in 
Waste Collection in Metropolitan Districts in 
1983-84.
r LOS
The methods of collection (X ) .24530
The
z
frequency of collection (X )
o
.41561 **
The
J
output per manual worker (X )
U
-.36777 **
The average wages and salaries (X )
t;
.04590
The
J
average distance to disposal unit (X )
A
-.02637
The
D
crew size (X )
7
-.09666
The density of population (X )
a
.15744
The use of specialist vehicles with compaction (X )
q
-.05108
The rate of commercial waste (X )
10
.20604
The quantity of waste per head of population (X )
11
.33862 **
The use of disposable sacks (X )
12
-.14654
Notes: 1. r = The correlation coefficient
2. LOS = The level of significance
3. ** = Significant relationship at 99% level of
confidence
4. * = Significant relationship at 95% level of
confidence
Figure 6 2 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per 
Person Served and the Independent Variables in 
Waste Collection in Metropolitan Districts 
in 1983-84.
1
o
-.2
X
o
=s the methods of collection
Z
X
■3
= the frequency of collection
*3
X
A
= the output per manual worker
4
X = the average wages and salaries
J
X
A
= the average distance to disposal unit
u
X
7
= the crew size
/
X
8
X9
= the density of population
= the use of specialist vehicles with compaction
X = the rate of commercial waste
10
X = the quantity of waste per head of population
11
X . = the use of disposable sacks
12
C.C • = the correlation coefficients
By looking at Table 6.6 and Figure 6.2 we notice that the crew size
(X ) and the use of disposable sacks (X ) are negatively correlated 
7 12
with costs per person served, while the density of population (X ) is
- 8
positively correlated with costs per person served.
The negative relationship with the crew size and with the use of
disposable sacks means that the increase in these variables means an
increase in productivity with a higher rate than the increase in their 
costs as the result of the increase in crews1 wages and salaries or due 
to an increase in the disposal sacks costs.
The positive relationship with the density of population in this area 
means that the impact of this variable on the traffic congestion is 
higher than its impact on the economies of scale and contiguity.
The actual correlation coefficients of the other variables mentioned in
Table 6.6 and Figure 6.2 are compared with our hypothesis. From this
comparison it is found that the direction of these variables are as
hypothesised with the exception of one variable. This variable is the
average distance to disposal unit (X ).
6
It is hypothesised that the relationship with this variable has to be 
positive, but it is found that this relationship is surprisingly 
negative. The only explanation for this unexpected relationship, as
mentioned before, might be because of the inaccuracy of this variable 
data, or because this relationship might be affected by the impact of 
other variables on costs per person served.
All of the independent variables with the squared variables are entered 
into the computer to build up a statistical model, to find how 
satisfactory these variables are to explain the variation of costs per
person served. It is found in the computer output that there are some
variables entered into the equation and some others are not. The
variables which are not inluded in the equation are : (1) the squared
2
methods of collection (X ), and (2) the frequency of collection (X ).
2 3
The other variables are entered into the equation according to the
2 2 
following steps: X ,  X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , and X .
8 12 9 11 10 5 2 7 3 4 8
All the data about this equation is mentioned in the computer output,
so we can build up the equation in this area which contains 36
districts. This equation is shown in Table 6.7.
2
Table 6.7 shows that R of this equation is equal .80331. This means 
that nearly 80% of the variation of costs per person served is 
explained in this equation, while only 20% is unexplained. Therefore 
the costs per person served in this area is satisfactorily explained by 
the independent variables which are included in this equation.
We notice from this table that this equation with (12-14) degrees of
freedom is highly significant by 99%, and most of the variables are
not significant either by 95% or 99% with the exception of four
2
variables. These are (1) the squared frequency of collection (X ), (2)
3
the output per manual worker (X ), (3) the average wages and salaries
4
(X ), and (4) the quantity of waste per head of population (X ).
5 > 11
These variables are statistically significant by 95%.
Because of the large number of variables which are included in this 
equation and because most of them are not significant, we prefer to 
build a new equation with fewer variables. The new equation is built 
by eliminating the non-significant variables.
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Table 6.8 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection in 
Metropolitan Districts (includes the 
significant variables).
Independent Variables
2
Constant 2
X
3
X
4
X
5
X
11
R LOS DF
B -2.292044 .069
237
-.008
892
.0005
99634
.015
795
.628
43 ** (4-26)
SEB 2.887526 .021
851
.002
139
.0001
9649
.003
468
LOS ** ** * **
The regression coefficient
The standard error of regression coefficient 
The level of significance 
Degrees of freedom
Significant relationship at 99% level of 
confidence
Significant relationship at 95% level of 
confidence
Therefore the variables which were entered into the computer to build
2
the new equation are X , X , X , and X . The details about this
3 A 5 11
equation mentioned in the computer printout are shown in Table 6.8.
It is also shown in this table that this equation by degrees of freedom
(4-26) is highly significant by 99%, and all of the variables are
2
significant either by 95% or by 99%. It is also shown that R in this 
equation is .62843. This means that nearly 63% of the variation in 
costs per person served is explained in this equation while nearly 37%
Notes: 1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
B
SEB
LOS
DF
**
6.
of the variation is not explained
2 2 
Although R in this equation is much less than R in the previous one
it is recommended to be used for the purposes of anticipating costs per
person served in waste collection in England and Wales in Metropolitan
Districts rather than the previous one* The main reasons for this
recommendation are: (1) the variables in this equation are much less
than the variables in the previous one^ and (2) all the variables in
this equation are statistically significant by 95% or by 99% while most
of the variables in the previous one are not significant.
6.6.3 The Actual Models in Waste Collection in Non-Metropolitan 
Districts England in 1983-84: The correlation coefficient between
costs per person served and the independent variables in this area are 
measured to test our hypothesis. The results are shown in Table 6*9 
and Figure 6.3.
It is shown in Table 6.9 and Figure 6-3 that all the independent
variables are correlated with costs per person served^ but the strength
of this relationship varies from one variable to another. The highest
two relationships are with the methods of collection (X ) and with the
2
output per manual worker (X )j whose correlations are .49965 and
4
- .49332 respectively. The relationships with some variables are very
low> such as the average wages and salaries (X ), the density of
5
population (X ) and the use of disposable sacks (X ), whose 
8 12 
correlations are -06289^-.06352 and -.02111 respectively.
It is shown also that seven variables are positively correlated with 
costs per person served while the other four variables are negatively 
correlated with costs per person served. Furthermore it is found that
Table 6.9 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per 
Person Served and the Independent Variables in 
Waste Collection in Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
England in 1983-84.
The methods of collection (X )
2
The frequency of collection (X )
3
The output per manual worker (X )
4
The average wages and salaries (X )
5
The average distance to disposal unit (X )
6
The crew size (X )
7
The density of population (X )
8
The use of specialist vehicles with compaction (X )
9
The rate of commercial waste (X )
10
The quantity of waste per head of population (X )
11
The use of disposable sacks (X )
12
r LOS
.49965 **
.38170 **
-.49332 **
.06289
-.10837
.19340
.06352
-.19261
.25646 *
.36630 **
-.02111
Notes: 1. r = The correlation coefficient
2. LOS = The level of significance
3. ** = Significant relationship at 99% level
of confidence
4. * = Significant relationship at 95% level
of confidence
Figure 6 3 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per 
Person Served and the Independent Variables in 
Waste Collection in Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
England in 1983-84<
1.0 
.9 
•8 
.7 
• 6 
.5 
• *4 
^ .3 
°  .2  
.1
- a
-.2
-.3
-.4
Notesy X = the methods of collection 
2
X = the frequency of collection
3
X = the output per manual worker
4
X = the average wages and salaries
5
X = the average distance to disposal unit
6
X = the crew size
7
X = the density of population
8
X = the use of specialist vehicles with compaction
9
X = the rate of commercial waste
10
X = the quantity of waste per head of population 
11
X = the use of disposable sacks
IZ
C-C-= the correlation coefficients
only five variables are statistically significantg either by 95% or by
99% while the other variables are not significant.
To test our hypothesis a comparison is done between the actual
correlation coefficients by our hypothesis mentioned earlier in this
chapter. In this comparison we started as usual with the variables
which are hypothesised to have a negative or positive relationship with
costs per person served. These variables are (1) the crew size (X ),
7
(2) the density of population (X ), and (3) the use of disposable sacks
8
(X ).
12
It is shown in Table 6.9 and Figure 6.3 that the first two variables 
are positively correlated to costs per person served, while the latter 
is negatively correlated with costs per person served. The positive 
relationship with the crew size means that the increase in this 
variable means an increase in wages and salaries with higher rates than 
its impact on productivity.
The positive relationship with the density of population means that the 
increase in this variable means the increase in traffic congestion with 
higher rates than its influence on the economy of scale and contiguity.
The negative relationship with the use of disposable sacks means that 
the expansion of using these sacks means the growth in productivity 
with higher rates than the increase in costs to buy these sacks.
By looking at the other variables we notice that their relationships
with costs per person served are as hypothesised with the exception of
only one variable. This is the average distance to disposal unit (X ).
6
It is hypothesised that the relationship with this variable has to be a 
positive relationship while it is found that the actual relationship is
negative. It is suggested, as mentioned before, that this unexpected 
relationship might be because of this inaccuracy of this variable data 
or because the other variables affect the relationship between this 
variable and costs per person served.
To know how satisfactory these variables are to explain the variation 
of costs per person served in this area, all of these variables in 
addition to the squared variables, are entered into the computer with a 
command to build up a statistical model using all these variables. It 
is found in the computer output that some variables are included in the 
equation and some others are not.
The variables which are not entered into the equation are (1) the
methods of collection (X ), and (2) the frequency of collection (X ).
2 3
All of the other variables are entered into the equation according to
2 2 2 
the following steps: X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X , X ,
8 2 4 10 5 6 3 7 11 9 12
and X .
8
The data about this equation is mentioned in the computer output so we 
can build up this equation which is prepared by using the data of 39 
districts (sample of 268 districts). This equation is shown in Table 
6.10.
J l
From this table we notice that R in this equation is .74430, which 
means that this explains about 74% of the variation of costs per person 
served, while only 26% is unexplained. Therefore we can say that our 
independent variables are satisfactory to explain the dependent 
variable in this area.
We notice also from this table that this equation with (12-15) degrees 
of freedom is highly significant by 99%, but it is found that there are
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only three variables statistically significant by 99%, and all the
other variables are not significant either by 95% or 99%.
The significant variables are entered into the computer to build up
another equation. These variables are (1) the output per manual worker
(X ), (2) the average wages and salaries (X ), and (3) the quantity of
4 5
waste per head of population (X ). These variables are entered into
11
the equation according to the following steps: X , X and X
4 5 11
From the computer output we can build up a statistical model as shown 
in the following table.
Table 6.11 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England (includes the 
significant variables).
Independent Variables
2
Constant
X
4
X
5
X
11
R LOS DF
B 2.925971 -.008
154
.0005
90026
.017
093
.707
27
kk (3-30)
SEB 1.358306 .000
99282
.0001
6353
.002
100
LOS * ** •kk **
Notes: 1. B = The regression coefficient
2 SEB = The standard error of regression coefficient
3. LOS = The level of significance
4. DF = Degrees of freedom
5. ** = Significant relationship at 99% level of confidence
6. We depend on a sample to build up this equation, so we
- 2  2  
used R and not R .
It is shown in Table 6.11 that this equation with (3-30) degrees of
freedom, is highly significant by 99% as well as all the variables
which are included in this equation. We notice also from this table 
J .
that R is .70727, which means that this equation explains nearly 71% 
of the variation of costs per person served in terms of only three 
variables.
JL  Z
Although R of this equation is a bit less than R of the previous one,
it is recommended to be used for anticipating the costs per person 
served in Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, because of two reasons. 
These are (1) the number of variables in this equation are much less 
than the number in the previous one, and (2) all the variables in this 
equation are highly significant by 99% while most of the variables in 
the previous equation are not significant either by 95% or 99%.
6.6.4 The Actual Models in Waste Collection in Non-Metropolitan 
Districts - Wales in 1983-84: To test our hypothesis In this area, the
correlation coefficients between costs per person served and all the 
independent variables are measured and shown in Table 6.12 and Figure 
6.4.
It is shown in Table 6.12 and Figure 6.4 that all the independent
variables are correlated with costs pere person served, but the
strength and direction of this relationship varies between these
variables. For instance the correlations with some of these variables
are trivial, such as the frequency of collection (X ), the average
3
distance to disposal unit (X ) and the crew size (X ), whose
6 7
correlations are -.07344, -.00980 and -.00266 respectively, while the
highest correlations are .41697 and -.46215 with the methods of
Table 6.12 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per Person 
Served and the Independent Variables in Waste 
Collection in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales 
in 1983-84.
r LOS
The methods of collection (X )
9
.41697 **
The
L
frequency of collection (X )
-5
-.07344
The output per manual worker (X )
A
-.46215 **
The average wages and salaries (X )
s
.15149
The average distance to disposal unit (X ) -.00980
The
0
crew size (X ) -.00266
/
The density of population (X )
Q
-.21818
The use of specialist vehicles with compaction (X )
Q
.18679
The
7
rate of commercial waste (X )
10
-.18156
The quantity of waste per head of population (X )
11
-.29321 *
The use of disposable sacks (X )
12
.13049
Notes: 1. r = The correlation coefficient
2. LOS = The level of significance
3. ** = Significant relationship at 99% level of
confidence
4. * = Significant relationship at 95% level of
confidence
Figure 6 4 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per Person
Served and the Independent Variables in Waste Collection
in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales in 1983-84-
1*0
.9
.8
«7
«6
.5
.4
.3
.2
.1
-.1
-.2
-.3
-.4
Notes: X = the methods of collection
2
X = the frequency of collection
3
X = the output per manual worker
4
X = the average wages and salaries
5
X = the average distance to disposal unit
6
X = the crew size
7
X = the density of population
8
X = the use of specialist vehicles with compaction
9
X = the rate of commercial waste
10
X = the quantity of waste per head of population 
11
X = the use of disposable sacks- 
12
C.C.= the correlation coefficients
collection (X ) and the output per manual worker (X ).
2 4
It is shown also that there are seven variables which are negatively
correlated with costs per person served, while the other four are
positively correlated with costs per person served. In addition, we
notice from this table that there are only three variables
statistically significant by 95% or by 99% while the others are not.
To test our hypothesis we will start with the variables which might
have positive or negative relationships with costs per person served.
These variables are (1) the crew size (X ), (2) the density of
7
population (X ), and (3) the use of disposable sacks (X ).
8 12
By looking at Table 6.12 and Figure 6.4 we found that the first two
variables are negatively related to costs per person served, while the
latter is positively related. The negative relationship with the crew
size and with the density of population means that their increase is
accompanied by an increase in their productivity with higher rates than
the increase in their costs.
The positive relationship with the use of disposable sacks means that 
the expansion of using these sacks means more costs with higher rates 
than the improvement in productivity due to the use of these types of 
sacks in collecting waste.
By looking at the other variables we found that there are many
variables whose relationships with costs per person served are
different from our hypothesis. These variables are (1) the frequency
of collection (X ), (2) the average distance to disposal unit (X ),
3 6
(3) the use of specialist vehicles with compaction (X ), (4) the rate
9
of commercial waste (X ), and (5) the quantity of waste per head of
10
population (X ).
11
It is hypothesised that the relationship with the frequency of 
collection has to be a positive relationship, but it is found that this 
relationship is a trivial negative relationship. This unexpected 
relationship might be due to the following reasons. These are (1) the 
values of this variable are measured indirectly, and that might affect 
the accuracy of the relationship between this variable and costs per 
person served, (2) the values of this variable in the districts in this 
area are nearly equal because most of them are applying the system of 
once a week with 100% as shown in the data in Appendix B. This might 
have an impact on the accuracy of the relationship between this 
variable and costs per person served, and (3) the relationship between 
this variable and costs per person served might be affected by the 
impact of the other variables.
It is hypothesised that the relationship with the average distance to 
disposal unit has to be positive but is is found that this relationship 
is a very trivial negative relationship. This unexpected relationship 
might have occurred as mentioned before, because of the impact of using 
the data of different year (1982-83) or because the other variables 
might affect this relationship.
It was found that the relationship with the use of specialist vehicles 
with compaction is positive, although it is hypothesised to be 
negative. This unexpected relationship might have happened due to the 
following two reasons. These are (1) the total waste in each district 
in this area is low compared with the other areas. This means that 
this area does not utilize the benefits of using more technologised 
vehicles, at the same time using these vehicles might mean more capital
costs than the other vehicles^ So using these types of vehicles might 
be more costly than the other type^ and (2) this variable might be 
affected by the influence of the other variables in costs per person 
servedt
One of the most surprising results in this area is the relationship 
with the rate of commercial waste. It is hypothesised that this 
relationship has to be positive but it was found that it was negative. 
This unexpected relationship might have happened because of the 
following two reasons. Firstly, the commercial waste in this area 
might need to be collected less frequently or it does not need special 
kinds of vehicles., or it might be collected each time on a large scale 
and utilized from the economy of scale. Secondly, this variable might 
be affected by the impact of the other variables.
The other variable whose relationship with costs per person served is 
astonishingly different from our hypothesis, is the quantity of waste 
per head of population. It was expected that this relationship has to 
be positive, but it was found that it was negative. The only 
explanation for this unexpected relationship is that the other 
variables might have a great impact on this variable.
All of these variables together with the squared variables are entered
into the computer to build up a statistical model, to find how much
these variables are satisfactory to explain the variation of the
dependent variable. It is shown in the computer output that only one
variable is not included in the equation. This variable is the methods
of collection (X ).
2
The other variables are entered into the equation according to the
2 2 2 
following steps: X , X , X , X , X , X , X  , X , X , X , X , X and
8 4 5 7 3 6 12 9 10 2 11 8
X . All the data about the equation is mentioned in the computer 
3
output. Therefore we can build an equation in this area which contains 
33 districts. This equation is shown in Table 6.13.
2
It is shown in this table that R of this equation is .43634. This 
means that this equation explains nearly 44% of variation in costs per 
person served, while nearly 56% is not explained. Therefore we can say 
that our independent variables are not satisfactory in Non-Metropolitan 
Districts - Wales, because their equation does not explain the majority 
of the variation of the dependent variable.
It is also found in Table 6.13 that the equation is not significant by 
95% or by 99% and at the same time all the variables are not 
significant. This insignificancy might be because our variables in 
this area are suffering from the problem of multicollinearity. To 
solve this problem we used, as mentioned before, the Stepwise command 
in the computer to build up a new equation. This equation is shown in 
Table 6.14.
In this table it is shown that this equation by (1-27) degrees of
freedom is highly significant by 99%, and its variable is highly
2
significant by 99% also. But it is found that R of this equation is
.22954. This means that this equation explains nearly 23% of the
variation of costs per person served, while 77% of this variation is
not explained. Despite the significancy of this equation and its
variables, it is not recommended to be used for anticipating costs per
2
person served in this area because of its low level of R .
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Table 6.14 The Statistical Model in Waste Collection in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - Wales (by using Stepwise 
Command).
Constant
Independent
Variables
X
4
2
R LOS DF
B ,10.469945 -.001180 .22954 (1-27)
SEB .555554 .00041615
LOS ** **
Notes: 1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
B
SEB
LOS
DF
**
The regression coefficient
The standard error of regression coefficient 
The level of significance 
Degrees of freedom
Significant relationship at 99% level of 
confidence
From the previous discussion it is shown that neither this equation nor
the previous one could be used for anticipating costs per person served
in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales, because of the insignificancy of
2
the equation and its variables or because of the low level of R .
The main reason for this is expected to be one of the following two 
reasons. Firstly: the independent variables in this area might be
unsatisfactory to explain the costs per person served, especially 
because the relationships with many of these variables are different 
from our hypothesis. Secondly: the independent variables in this-area
might be suffering from the problem of raulticollinearity, as mentioned 
before.
It was mentioned before that Waste Collection activity is mostly 
related to the number of population and the level of urbanization. 
Therefore it is expected that the unsatisfactory of our independent 
variables in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales, is because pf the low 
number of population in this area compared with the other areas, and 
because this area is the most rural area in England and Wales.
6.7 Summary and Conclusion
At the beginning of this chapter we chose our indpendent variables and 
we put up the hypothesised relationship between these variables and the 
costs per person served. Some of these variables are excluded from our 
study because of the unavailability of their data or because of the 
absence of reliable data, or because of the expected insignificancy of 
the relationships with this variable in England and Wales.
The remaining variables which we studied in this chapter are: (1) the
methods of collection (X ), (2) the frequency of collection (X ), (3)
2 3
the output per manual worker (X ), (4) the average wages and salaries
4
(X ), (5) the average distance to disposal unit (X ), (6) the crew size 
5 6
(X ), (7) the density of population (X ), (8) the use of specialist
7 8
vehicles with compaction (X ), (9) the rate of commercial waste (X ),
9 10
(10) the quantity of waste per head of population (X ), and (11) the
11
use of disposable sacks (X ).
12
These variables with the dependent variable are measured in each area 
in England and Wales. Most of them are measured directly, while two of 
them are measured indirectly. These two are (1) the methods of 
collection, and (2) the frequency of collection.
All of these variables in each area are entered into the computer with 
a command to measure the correlation coefficient between each of the 
independent variables and the costs per persons served. The results in 
London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts, Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
England, and Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales are shown in Tables 
6.3, 6.6, 6.9 and 6.12 respectively.
The actual correlation coefficients in each area are compared with our
hypothesis. In this comparison we started with the variables which are
expected to have negative or positive relationships with costs per
person served. The actual relationships with these variables which are
(1) the crew size (X ), (2) the density of population (X ), and (3) the
7 8
use of disposable sacks (X ), are shown in Table 6.15.
12
Table 6.15 The Actual Relationships With Crew Size, Density
of Population and the Use of Disposable Sacks in
the Four Areas in England and Wales in 1983-84.
London
Boroughs
Metropol­
itan
Districts
Non-Met.
Districts
England
Non-Met.
Districts
Wales
The crew size (X ) 
7
Negative Negative Positive Negative
The density of 
population (X ) 
8
Negative Positive Positive Negative
The use of
disposable sacks (X )
12
Positive Negative Negative Positive
Note: The data in this table was collected from Tables 6.3, 6.6, 6.9
and 6.12.
In this table it is shown that the relationships with the density of 
population and the use of disposable sacks are 50% positive and 50% 
negative while the relationships with the crew size is 75% negative and 
25% positive.
By comparing the actual results of the other variables with our 
hypothesis, it was found that some of these relationships are as 
hypothesised and some others are different from our hypothesis. It was 
found that there is only one unexpected relationship in Metropolitan 
Districts and Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, while there are 
three unexpected relationships in London Boroughs and five in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - Wales.
The most important results from this comparison are as follows:
Firstly: the unexpected relationship with the average distance to
disposal unit (X ). It is hypothesised that this relationship has to 
6
be positive, but it is found that this relationship is surprisingly 
negative in the four areas. Secondly: the big number of variables
whose relationships with costs per person served, vary from our 
hypothesis in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales, and one of these 
variables is the quantity of waste per head of population.
To know how satisfactory these variables are to explain the costs per
person served, they are all entered into the computer to build up a
statistical model. Three squared variables are added because it is
expected that this relationship has to be curvilinear relationship and 
2 J 2
not linear. R and R are used as criteria in this case. The higher R 
- 2
or R the more satisfactory the equation is.
According to these criteria it is found that the equations are 
satisfactory in London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts and Non- 
Metroplitan Districts - England, while it is not satisfactory in Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - Wales. Furthermore, it is found that the 
equations in the first three areas are highly significant by 99% and 
some of their variables are statistically significant by 95% or by 99%, 
while the equation in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales is not 
significant and all of its variables are also not significant.
Other equations are built in London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts
and Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, by using only the variables
which are statistically significant by 95% or 99%. The new equations
are recommended to be used for anticipating costs per person served in
2 JL
these areas despite their lower level of R or R than the previous 
equations, because they include fewer variables.
It was found that three variables were always included in these three
equations. These were (1) the output per manual worker (X ), (2) the
4
average wages and salaries (X ), and (3) the quantity of waste per head
5
of population (X ). So it was expected that these three variables
11
were the most important ones which affected costs per person served in 
these three areas.
Another equation is built also in Non-Metropolitan Districts — Wales by
using Stepwise Command, to solve the problem of multicollinearity. It
2
was found that R in this equation was also very low. Therefore we 
cannot use either this equation or the previous one for anticipating 
costs per person served in this area.
From the previous discussion it was found that our independent 
variables are satisfactory in London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts, 
and Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, while they are not 
satisfactory in Non-Metroplitan Districts - Wales. It was mentioned 
earlier that waste collection is related by population and 
urbanization, so it was expected that the dissatisfactions of these 
variables in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales is expected to be 
because (1) the number of population in each district in this area is 
less than that number in the other areas, and (2) this area is the most 
rural in England and Wales.
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CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
7.1 Summary
The growth of productivity in local government in England and Wales 
means different things for different people. It is an important factor 
for central government, taxpayers, consumers , voters j councillors^ 
workers and unions of local government workers. Each one of these 
groups is looking at the growth of productivity from his viewpoint.
Central government is looking at this growth because it means the 
reduction of its financial support to local government activities. The 
taxpayers are looking at the growth because it means the reduction in 
their payments of taxes and rates, or it means an increase in the 
services they receive for the same amount of payment, or it could mean 
both.
The consumers are looking at the growth of productivity because it 
means an increase in the services they receive. The voters consist ’of 
taxpayers and consumers- so they are looking at the growth of 
productivity because it could mean for them an increase in services 
they receive by keeping or reducing the level of payments as rates and 
taxes.
The councillors are looking at the growth in productivity in local 
government for various reasons. These reasons are: (1) to face the 
problem of any reduction in central government financial support. and 
to supply the services they want to supply, (2) to achieve the 
contradiction goals for consumers and taxpayers, and (3) to achieve 
some financial rewards for themselves beside their self satisfaction.
The local government workers are looking at the growth in productivity, 
because it means for them an increase in their wages and salaries 
especially because productivity has been linked with wages and salaries
in local government activities since the raid sixties.
But this growth in productivity has its disadvantages from their 
viewpoint because it might mean the reduction in the number of people 
who are working in this area which means an increase in the number of 
unemployed people.
The unions of local government workers are looking at the growth of 
productivity because it helps them in their negotiations with the 
government to raise workers' wages and salaries.
The growth of productivity in local government activities, as in other 
activities, depends to a great extent on the ability to measure its 
productivity to find out how much productivity has increased or 
decreased. After making some studies to investigate this increase or 
decrease in productivity, we can choose the policies which could 
improve productivity in the future.
Productivity is always measured in relative figures (ratios), and not 
in absolute figures. It is measured by dividing the output by one or 
more of the inputs which are required; to achieve that output. The 
choosing of one or more of the inputs depends on the purpose of 
measuring productivity. The commonest purpose in this case is to 
measure the employees' performance (labours' productivity), so the 
output has to be divided by one of labours’ aspects which are the 
numbers of workers, man hours, and wages and salaries. The choosing of 
one or more of these aspects depends on which term is chosen to measure 
the labours' productivity.
Labour productivity could be measured either in physical terms or in 
financial terms. But the use of physical terms suffers from many
problems. These are (1) it is very difficult to be applied in
companies which produce more than one kind of product because we can 
not add oranges to apples, (2) because of the change in product quality 
from one year to another - we cannot compare the productivity in the 
same company between different years, (3) we can not, also, compare the 
productivity between different companies, because it is very difficult 
to find two companies which produce the same product with the same
quality, and (4) the use of the number of workers or man hours as a
denominator for productivity equation, does not take into account the 
workers’ skills and the change in these skills from one year to 
another.
Accordingly, the use of financial terms is recommended to measure
labour productivity, by using the following equation:
Labour productivity = added value/total wages and salaries 
where:
Added value = sales value of production - costs of materials
and services used
Each of these equation variables suffers from the change of the 
monetary values as the result of inflation, so they have to be deflated 
by using one or more of the price indices.
In this case the general price indices are recommended to be used
rather than the specific price indices, because the former indices 
reflect only the reduction of monetary values as the result of
inflation, while the latter indices reflect the change in price level 
not only as the result of inflation but also as the result of
technological improvement, the change in consumers' taste, etc.
It is shown in the previous equation that measurement of .labour 
productivity depends mainly on the measurement of the sales value of 
production. It is found that output of local government activities in 
England and Wales are not for sale - they are always supplied to people 
either free of charge or with a very low charge compared with its 
costs, to enable any person who needs any service to receive it.
These services are financed mainly by taxes and rates, and there is no 
relationship between the level of payments and the level of these 
services. Accordingly, we cannot depend either on the sales value or 
on the values of taxes and rates in measuring the output of local 
government activities in England and Wales.
Local government in England and Wales is a part of the public sector, 
so that local government suffers from public sector problems. 'These 
problems are: (1) the lack of competition, (2) the lack of goals, (3)
the lack of control, (4) the lack of measurement, (5) bureaucracy, (6) 
corruption, (7) they are affected by political matters, etc. As a 
result of these problems local government costs are expected to be 
uneconomic, so we can not depend on costs to measure the output of 
local government activities.
Therefore, we have to use physical terms despite their problems in 
measuring local government productivity. Productivity in physical 
terms is measured by dividing the output by the input which are 
measured physically. The input of local government activities are 
easily measured physically, while it is very difficult to measure the 
output of these activities in physical terms.
The main reason for this difficulty in measuring the output of local 
government activities is the absence of one measurement which gives 
enough information for the quantity and the quality of doing any local 
government activity, so we have to use many measurements in this case 
to give enough information which is needed.
For instance the output of education service could be measured by 
pupi1-days and by the number of pupils. But we have to use some 
additional measurements to give enough information about the quality 
and the usefulness of the education system. These additional 
measurements are: (1) the number of hours spent in the class, (2)
teacher-pupil rations, (3) the examination successes and the standard
of these successes, and so on.
The use of many physical measurements for the output and the 
productivity for local government activities does not give enough 
indication of productivity and the growth in productivity for the
people who are interested in this area. So, it is recommended to use
some additional measurements in addition to the physical terms to get 
the information which we need. These measurements are: (1) costs per
unit which gives indications for productivity and the growth of 
productivity for central government, taxpayers, consumers, voters and 
councillors, and (2) wages and salaries and unemployment which give 
indications in the same case for workers and their unions.
Local government in England and Wales is dealing with many activities. 
These activities are divided officially into (1) education and 
libraries etc., (2) health and social services, (3) law, order and 
protective services, (4) local transport, (5) housing, (6) employment, 
and (7) local environment services.
Waste collection is one of the local environment services which aims to 
promote health by providing an environment free from the hazards and 
unpleasantness of uncollected waste, and to reduce the amount of 
inconvenience and danger to residents and business in handling and 
disposing of their waste.
Waste collection was chosen to be studied in this research for many 
reasons. These are as follows:
1. It has a political visibility from the viewpoint of councillors and 
consumers which may be more than the visibility of the other local 
government activities which are more costly than this activity.
2. It has a special political visibility in England and Wales because 
waste collection is one of the local government activities which is 
included in the privatisation programme started at the beginning of 
Mrs. Thather’s Government in 1979.
3. This study is seen as an additional study in an area which is 
suffering from the lack of previous studies.
4. Motivation system has a great impact on productivity and the growth 
in productivity in this service, because: (a) this service is an 
intensive-labour activity, (b) the majority of its workers are 
manual workers, and (c) manual work in this service does not need 
highly skilled workers.
5. The output of this activity is easily measured compared with other 
local government activities, and
6. Incentive—bonus schemes have been applied in this service, since 
the mid sixties, so it is expected that productivity in this 
service has increased.
Productivity in waste collection in England and Wales is measured 
physically by dividing the total waste collected (in tonnes) by the 
total number of manual workers. The manual workers consist of drivers, 
loaders, drivers/loaders, and other manual workers.
This measurement of productivity does not give a solid indication for 
productivity and the growth in productivity, because it does not take 
into account the different qualities in supplying this service. It 
does not take into account the methods, frequency and the reliability 
of doing this service.
Furthermore, this measurement does not give enough information for 
different people who are interested in this area. So it is recommended 
to use some additional measurements to the previous one, to give us the 
information which we are looking for.
These additional measurements are: (1) costs per tonne, (2) costs per
person served, (3) wages and salaries, and (4) the number of unemployed 
people. The first two measurements are used to give enough information 
about productivity and the growth in productivity for central 
government, taxpayers, consumers, voters and councillors. Whereas the 
last two measurements are used to give indications for people who are 
working in this activity and their unions, about the productivity, and 
the growth in productivity in this area.
It is hypothesised that the relationship between the different methods 
used for measuring productivity in waste collection in England and 
Wales, to be as follows:
1. The growth in productivity has to be accompanied by a reduction in 
costs per tonne, and in costs per person served, and
2. The growth in productivity has to be accompanied by an increase in 
wages and salaries and in the number of unemployed people.
To examine these hypothesis a time series study was done in waste 
collection in England and Wales during the period 1978-79 until 1983- 
84. In this study the Retail Price Index is used to deflate each of 
the financial variables, although it is a specific price index and not 
a general price index. The main reasons for choosing this Index are
(1) it is the commonest index which is used in the U.K., and (2) it 
includes the average prices for consumer goods and services, which most 
people are interested in.
The results of this study are shown in Table 7.1 and Figure 7.1. It 
was found in this table and figure that there was always a positive 
rate of growth in productivity in waste collection in England and Wales 
in each year during this period. This growth in productivity was 
always accompanied by a reduction in costs per tonne and costs per 
person served, with the exception of one year only, namely 1979-80. In 
this year the increase in productivity was accompanied by an increase 
in costs per tonne and costs per person served.
The reason for this unexpected relationship in 1979-80 might be because 
there was an increase in one or more of waste collection costs (wages 
and salaries, capital costs, etc.) with a higher rate than the growth 
in productivity. It is shown in this table too, that the rate of 
growth in wages and salaries was very high in that year (7-9%) compared 
with other years where the highest rate was 2.8% in 1980-81.
Table 7*1 The Relationship Between the Percentage Growth of 
Productivity and the Percentage Growth of the 
Additional Measurements for Productivity in 
Waste Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 
till 1983-84 -
%
1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
The percentage growth 
of productivity
4.4 5.7 2.2 9.2 6.3
The percentage growth of 
costs per tonne
3.0 -0.9 -3.0 -5.0 -4.8
The percentage growth of 
costs per person served
4.8 -1.5 -6.3 -3.3 -3.4
The percentage growth of 
wages and salaries
7.9 2.8 2.5 2.2 1.8
The percentage growth of 
unemployment
-1.4 2.8 3.5 3.7 7.8
Notes The figures in this table are collected from Tables 5.6, 5.11^ 
5.15, 5.20 and 5.23.
Figure 7.1 The Relationship Between Productivity and the
Additional Measurements for Productivity in Waste 
Collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 till 
1983-84, '
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Notes *. 1. GOP = The Percentage Growth of Productivity
2. GOCPT = The Percentage Growth of Costs per Tonne
3. GOCPP = The Percentage Growth of Costs per Person Served
4. GOWS = The Percentage Growth of Wages and Salaries
5. GOU = The Percentage Growth of Unemployment
It was also found in Table 7.1 and Figure 7.1 that the growth in 
productivity was always accompanied by an increase in wages and 
salaries, and mostly accompanied by an increase in the number of 
unemployed people with the exception of 1979-80. In this year the 
growth in productivity was accompanied by a decrease in the number of 
unemployed people.
This unexpected relationship between productivity and unemployment in 
1979-80 might be because (1) the method which is used in measuring the 
number of unemployed people might not be accurate enough, because it 
takes into account the people who lost their jobs and others who were 
looking for jobs and could not get any, and (a) the increase in the 
output in that year was much higher than in any other year, and this 
might be responsible for the need for more workers to collect more 
waste.
In general it is found that there was always a growth in productivity 
in waste collection in England and Wales in 1978-79 until 1983-84. 
This growth was nearly always accompanied by a reduction in costs per 
tonne and in costs per person served, and it was almost always 
accompanied by an increase in wages and salaries and in the number of 
unemployed people.
In addition to the previous study, we did a cross section analysis for 
productivity in waste collection in England and Wales in 1983-84 which 
is the last year of the data. In this study we found that England and 
Wales is divided into four areas. These are (1) London Boroughs, (2) 
Metropolitan Districts, (3) Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, and 
(4) Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales. Our study was therefore 
divided into four parts, one part for each area.
It was also found that the numbers of districts are quite reasonable in 
London Boroughs (32), Metropolitan Districts (36), and Non-Metropolitan 
Districts - Wales (33), therefore we did depend on the whole population 
in these three areas. It was found that the number in Non-Metropolitan 
Districts - England was 268 districts (39 counties), which is very high 
compared with other areas. We preferred to depend on a sample in this 
case. This sample consisted of 39 districts, one district from each 
county. The main reasons for choosing this number are (1) to give each 
county an opportunity to be represented in the sample, (2) this number 
is quite near to the number of districts in other areas, and (3) this 
number represents about 15% from the total number of districts in this 
area, and this percentage is expected to be good enough to represent 
the whole population.
In the first county (Avon) the district was chosen by using scramble 
numbers from 1 to 6 which represent the number of districts. The No. 3 
which was chosen randomly in this county was considered to be a 
starting point in choosing the sample even from the other counties. 
Therefore district no. 3 in each county was always chosen in the 
sample, except in the Isle of Wight, which consists of only 2 
districts. So in this case we chose district no. 2.
In this study costs per person served (X ) was chosen to represent the
1
productivity in waste collecton, because it gives indications for 
productivity and the growth in productivity for the majority of people 
who are interested in this area.
The main purposes for this study are (1) to suggest the independent 
variables which influence the costs per person served, (2) to find out 
the actual relationship between the independent variables and costs per
person served, (3) to find out how satisfactory the independent 
variables are to represent costs per person served, and (4) to build up 
a statistical model to anticipate costs per person served in future.
At the beginning of this study we chose the variables which were 
expected to have an impact on costs per person served in waste 
collection activities. Some of these variables are eliminated because 
of the absence of their data, some others are excluded because their 
impact on costs per person served is expected to be very limited, and 
so on. The names of some variables have been changed to represent the 
methods used to measure them.
The independent variables which were chosen for this study, the methods 
of measuring them, and the hypohesised relationship between them and 
costs per person served are shown as follows:
(1) The methods of collection (X ): the methods of collection which
1
are used in England and Wales are backdoor collect and return, 
kerbside system, other collect and return, skip system, other 
normal methods, and special collection. The values of these 
methods were measured indirectly and it was hypothesised that the 
relationship between this variable and costs per person served has 
to be a positive relationship.
(2) The frequency of collection (X ): the frequency of collection in
_3
England and Wales is once a week, or less than once a week, or 
twice a week. The values of them were measured indirectly, and 
the hypothesised relationship between this variable and costs per 
person served has to be a positive relationship.
(3) The output per manual worker (X ): this variable was measured by
4_
dividing the total waste (by tonnes), by the total manual workers
which consist of drivers, loaders, drivers/loaders, and other 
manual workers. It was hypothesised that the relationship between 
this variable and costs per person served has to be a negative 
relationship.
The average wages and salaries (X ): this variable was measured
1
by dividing the employees’ expenditure by the total staff
employed. The relationship between this variable and costs per
person served was hypothesised to be a positive relationship.
The average distance to disposal unit ( X this variable was not
6.
available in the data for 1983-84, so it was taken from the data
of 1982-83. The relationship between this variable and costs per
person served was hypothesised to be a positive relationship.
The crew size (X ): this variable was measured by dividing the
L
total manual employees by the total number of collection vehicles.
The relationship between this variable and costs per person served
was hypothesised to be either negative or positive.
The density of population (X )_: this variable was already
8
available in the data, and it was hypothesised that the 
relationship between this variable and costs per person served 
might be negative and might be positive also.
The use of specialist vehicles with compaction (X ): this
9
variable was measured by dividing the number of the specialist
vehicles with compaction by the total number of vehicles. It was
hypothesised that the relationship between this variable and costs
per person served has to be a negative relationship.
The rate of commercial waste (X ): this variable was measured by
■“ ”10“
adding together the percentage of industrial waste to the 
percentage of commercial waste. The relationship between this 
variable and costs per person served was hypothesised to be a
positive relationship.
(10) Waste per head of population (X ): this variable was measured by___
dividing the total weight of waste (by tonnes) by the total number 
of population. The relationship between this variable and the 
costs per person served was hypothesised to be a positive 
relationship.
(11) The use of disposable sacks (X ): this variable was measured by
JL2
using the percentage of waste collected by disposable sacks, which 
was already mentioned in the data. It was hypothesi sed that the 
relationship between this variable and costs per person served 
might be negative and might be positive too.
The dependent and independent variables were entered into the computer 
with a command to measure the Pearson Correlation Coefficients between 
the independent variables and costs per person served. The actual 
results in each area in England and Wales are shown in Table 7.2 and 
Figure 7.2.
It is shown in this.table and figure that all the independent variables
are related to costs per person served, but the strength and direction
of these relationships very from one variable to another and from one
area to another. For instance, it is found that the highest
correlation coefficient is with the quantity of waste per head of
population (X ) in London Boroughs which is .99882, while the lowest 
11
correlation coefficient is with the crew size (X ) in Non-Metropolitan
7
Districts - Wales which is -.00266.
Table 7.2 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per
Person Served and the Independent Variables in
the Four Areas in England and Wales in 1983-84.
London
Boroughs
Metropoli­
tan
Districts
Non-Met.
Districts
England
Non-Met.
Districts
Wales
X -.17575 .24530 .49965 .41697
2 ** kk
X .50089 .41561 .38170 -.07344
3 kk kk kk
X .30981 -.36777 -.49332 -.46215
4 * ** ** kk
X .22625 .04590 .06289 .15149
D
X
c.
-.21698 -.02637 -.10837 -.00980
0
X -.37242 -.09666 .19340 -.00266
7 kk
X -.16300 .15744 .06352 -.21818
8
X -.34473 -.05108 -.19261 .18679
9 *
X .78353 .20604 .25646 -.18156
10 ** *
X .99882 .33862 .33630 -.29321
11 ** kk kk *
X .28627 -.14654 -.02111 .13049
12
Notes: 1. The figures in this table are collected from
Tables 6.3, 6.6, 6.9 and 6.12.
2. ** = Significant relationship at 99% level of
confidence
3. '* = Significant relationship at 95% level of
confidence
Figure 7*2 The Correlation Coefficients Between Costs per
Person Served and the Independent Variables in
the Four Areas in England and Wales in 1983-84*
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Notes 1* LB = London Boroughs, MD = Metropolitan Districts, NME =
Non-Metropolitan Districts - England^ and NMW = Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - Wales.
2. X = the methods of collection, X = the frequency of 
2 3
collection, X = the output per manual worker,
4
X = the average wages and salaries, X6 = the 
5
average distance to disposal unit^ X = the crew
7
size, X = the density of population, X = the 
8 9
use of specialist vehicles with compaction, X =
10
the rate of commercial waste, X = the quantity
11
of waste per head of population, and X = the
12
use of disposable sacks*
3. C.C.= the correlation coefficients
It is shown also in this table and figure that these variables are 
highly correlated with costs per person served in London Boroughs, 
followed by Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, Metropolitan 
Districts, and Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales, respectively. 
Furthermore it is found that some of these relationships are 
statistically significant by 95% or 99% while the others are not.
To test our hypothesis the actual results which are mentioned in Table
7.2 and Figure 7.2 compared with our hypothesis which were mentioned
earlier, we started with the variables which were hypothesised to have
either negative or positive relationships with costs per person served.
These variables are (1) the crew size (X ), (2) the density of
7
population (X ), and (3) the use of disposable sacks (X ).
8 12
It is found in this table and figure that the relationship with the
density of population and the use of disposable sacks are negative in
two areas and positive in the other two areas. This means that the
relationships with these two variables were 50% negative and 50%
positive.
It is found also in this table and figure that the relationship with 
the crew size is negative in three areas and positive in only one. This 
means that the relationship with this variable is 75% negative and 25% 
positive.
Furthermore it was found that the actual relationships with some of the 
other variables vary from our hypothesis. These are as follows:
Firstly: It is hypothesised that the relationship between the
average distance to disposal unit and costs per person served has 
to be a positive relationship, but it was found that this
relationship is surprisingly negative in all of the four areas-
This unexpected relationship might have occurred because (1) the 
figures in this variable were taken from the Statistics of 1982-83 
which might have changed in 1983-84, and this may have caused the 
inaccuracy in its relationship with costs per person served, and
(2) the relationship with this variable might be affected by the 
impact of the other independent variables on costs per person 
served.
Secondly: It was found that the relationship between costs per
person served and the output per manual worker was positive in 
London Boroughs, while it was hypothesised to be negative.
This unexpected relationship might have occurred because (1) the 
growth in productivity in this area may have been accompanied by
an increase in wages and salaries with a higher rate than the
growth in productivity, and (2) this relationship might be 
affected by the impact of the other independent variables.
Thirdly: It was hypothesised that the relationship between costs
per person served and the methods of collection has to be positive 
but it was found that this relationship was negative in London 
Boroughs. This unexpected relationship might have happened 
because (1) this variable was measured indirectly and this might 
have affected this relationship, and (2) the relationship might be 
affected by the impact of the other independent variables.
Fourthly: It was hypothesised that the relationship between costs
per person served and the frequency of collection has to be a
positive relationship, but it was found that this relationship is
surprisingly negative in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales.
This unexpected relationship might nave happened because (i) this 
variable was measured indirectly and that might affect the 
accuracy of this relationship, and (2) the other variables might 
have an impact on this relationship.
Fifthly: It was hypothesised that the relationship between costs
per person served and the use of specialist vehicles with
compaction has to be a negative relationship, but it was found 
that this relationship is astonishingly positive in Non-
Metropolitan Districts - Wales.
This unexpected relationship might have occurred because (1) the 
low quantity of waste in each district in this area compared with 
the other areas might mean that this area did not utilise the 
large capacity of these vehicles, at the same time these vehicles 
might cause some additional capital costs, and (2) this
relationship might be affected by the impact of the other
independent variables.
Sixthly: It was hypothesised that the relationship between costs
per person served and the rate of commercial waste has to be a 
positive relationship, but it was found that this relationship was 
negative in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales.
This unexpected relationship might have happened because (1) the 
commercial waste in this area might be utilised from the economy
of scale, and at the same time does not need either more frequency
of collection or special vehicles for collection, and (2) this 
relationship might be affected by the impact of the other
independent variables.
Seventhly: It was hypothesised that the relationship between
costs per person served and the quantity of waste per head of 
population has to be positive, but it was found that this 
relationship was negative in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales.
This unexpected relationship is the most surprising one because 
there is no explanation how it could be negative except that this 
relationship might be affected by the impact of the other 
independent variables.
To know how satisfactory these variables are to explain the costs per
2 2 2
person served, all of them in addition to X , X , and X were entered
2 3 8
into the computer to build up a statistical model in each area in 
England and Wales. The main reason for adding these squared variables 
is that this relationship is expected to be curvilinear and not linear.
The equations which were built into the computer are shown in Table
2 _ 2
7.3. It is shown in this table that R and R are .99992, .80331 and
.74430 in London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts and Non-Metropolitan 
Districts - England, respectively. It is also shown in this table that 
the equations in these three areas are highly significant by 99% and 
some of their variables are statistically significant either by 95% or 
99%. Therefore the independent variables which were chosen in this 
case are highly satisfactory to explain costs per person served in 
these areas.
To build up statistical models to anticipate costs per person served in 
these three areas, we preferred to depend on the variables which are 
statistically significant by 95% and 99%. The new equations are shown
2 J.
in Table 7.4. From this table it is shown that R and R pf these 
equations are less than the previous equations which are shown in Table
7.3.
2 J.
Despite the lower levels of R and R in the new equations, they are
recommended to be used to anticipate costs per person served in these
three areas because of three reasons, (1) the numbers of the variables
in the new equations are much less than these numbers in the previous
2 J L
equations, (2) their R or R are satisfactory to explain costs per 
person served, and (3) these equations are highly significant by 99% 
and all of their variables are statistically significant either by 95% 
or 99%.
It is also shown in Table 7.4 that three variables are always included
in these equations. These variables are (1) the output per manual
worker (X ), (2) the average wages and salaries (X ), and (3) the
4 5
quantity of waste per head of population (X ). So it is expected that
11
these three variables are the most important factors which affect costs 
per person served in London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts, and Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England.
2
On looking at Table 7.3 it is found that R in Non-Metropolitan 
Districts - Wales equation is very low (.43634), and it is also found 
that this equation and all of its variables are not statistically 
significant either by 95% or by 99%. This might have occurred either 
because our variables are not satisfactory in this area, or because our 
variables are suffering from the problem of mulicollinearity in this 
area.
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To solve the problem of multicollinearity in Non-Metropolitan Districts
- Wales, we built up another equation by using Stepwise Command- the-
new equation is shown in Table 7.4. It is shown in this table that
although the equation and its variables are highly significant by 99%,
2
it is found that its R (.22954) is very low. Therefore, either this
equation or the previous one is not recommended for use in anticipating
costs per person served in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales.
From the previous discussion it was found that our independent
variables are highly satisfactory to explain costs per person served in 
London Boroughs,, Metropolitan Districts, and Non-Metropolitan Districts
- England, while they are not satisfactory in Non-Metropolitan
Districts - Wales. Waste collection activities is highly related to 
population and urbanization, therefore it is expected that the 
dissatisfactions of our variables in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales 
is expected to be because of (1) the number of population in each
district in this area is less than that number in the other areas, and
(2) this area is the most rural area in England and Wales.
Therefore it is recommended in general to use the statistical models
which were built by using the significant variables to anticipate costs 
per person served in London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts, and Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England, while it is not recommended to be 
used for the same purpose in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales. 
Accordingly it is recommended for other researchers to make new studies 
in waste collection in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales by using 
different variables in addition to all or some of our variables.
7 «2 Conclusions
In Tables 7*3 and 7.4 the statistical models are shown which were built 
to anticipate costs per person served in the four areas in England and 
Wales* These areas are London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts^ Non- 
Metropolitan Districts - England and Non-Metropolitan Districts - 
Wales. In Table 7.3 we built up the statistical models which include 
all our independent variables, while in Table 7.4 we built up the 
statistical models which include only the significant variables.
It is found from these two tables that our independent variables did
2
not work out in Non-Metropolitan Districts - Wales (the R of its model 
is very low, and this model is not statistically significant either by 
95% or by 99%). Therefore■> we will depend in this part on the 
statistical models of the other three areas.
From the statistical models of London Boroughs, Metropolitan Districts, 
and Non-Metropolitan Districts - England, we can divide our independent 
variables into three groups. The first group contains the variables 
which are statistically significant in all three areas. The second 
group contains the variables which are statistically significant in 
only one of these areas. The third group contains the variables which 
are not statistically significant at all.
It is shown in Table 7.4 that the first group contains three variables.
These variables are: (1) the output per manual worker (X ), (2) the
4
average wages and salaries (X ), and (3) the quantity of waste per head
5
of population (X ). These variables are expected to be the most
11
important variables which affect the costs per person served (X ) , in
1
waste collection in England and Wales, because they are included in the 
three statistical models (which contain the significant variables) in 
the three areas^ and the majority of them are statistically significant 
by 99%.
From these variables we notice that there is only one variable which is 
completely beyond the control of the waste collection managers. This 
variable is the quantity of waste per head of population. This 
variable depends completely upon the level and pattern of consumption 
of the customers which depends on the income level, the nature of the 
district, etc.
We notice also that there is another relevant variable. Part of it is
out of the control of waste collection managers and the other part is
affected by the manager’s policies. This variable is the average wages 
and salaries. In the U.K. the greater part of this variable is
determined nationally and the other part is determined by the managers 
by applying incentive bonus schemes. In this case Fowler points out 
that:
"although the main structure and level of local government
pay systems are determined nationally, there is considerable 
scope for local initiative in the effective local application 
of these systems and in the development of efficiency or 
productivity schemes."(1)
The only variable which is completely under the waste collection
manager’s control in the U.K. is the output per manual worker 
(productivity). This variable is therefore the most important variable 
which could be used to reduce costs per person served. The higher the 
productivity is, the lower the costs per person served.
Productivity and the growth of productivity in any activity depends on 
the ability (skills) of its workers and on the motivation system. But, 
we do not think that the manual workers in waste collection in England 
and Wales who are drivers, loaders, drivers/loaders, and other manual 
workers^ do need a high level of natural skill. Therefore, it is 
expected that the motivation system has the greater effect on the 
productivity in this activity (the output per manual worker ).
The "motivation system" could be defined as any factor or factors that 
encourage workers and employees to work efficiently, in accordance to 
the objectives of the organization. It could be defined, also, as it 
is a psychological energy directed towards goals. There are many 
procedures to motivate people to work hard, and that depends on the 
need of each person. In this case Bourn points out that:
"Some people, of course, are concerned to earn the very 
highest wages and salaries that they can. Others seem more 
interested in status and prestige. A third group may value 
highly the fellowship and comradeship of their colleagues.
And others may find their main rewards in their enjoyment of 
the work itself."(2)
It is arguable that the manual workers in waste collection in England 
and Wales are not interested in better status and prestige and they do 
not enjoy the work itself. Therefore, it is expected that money is the 
most important motivator for these workers. Due to that the incentive 
bonus schemes have been applied in this activity since the mid 
sixties.
According to these schemes a part of wages and salaries is related to 
productivity. In these schemes if productivity has increased, wages 
and salaries has to be increased too. The role of these schemes as a
(3)
motivator is supported by Herbert when he notes that money itself is 
not a motivator, but if a pay rise is seen as a reward or recognition 
for a job well done, then the money received will be a motivator.
The main purposes of applying the incentive bonus schemes in waste 
collection in England and Wales is to motivate the workers to work hard 
and that leads to: (1) the growth of productivity, (2) the reductions
in costs per tonne, (3) the reductions in costs per person served, and
(4) the increase in wages and salaries. By looking at Table 7.1 and 
Figure 7.1 we notice that the application of these schemes in waste 
collection in England and Wales have succeeded in achieving all of 
these purposes between 1978-79 and 1983-84. But that success during 
this period was accompanied by the reduction in the number of employed 
people which caused the increase in the unemployed people.
The applying of incetive bonus schemes in waste collection, as it is in 
any other activity, needs some kind of work study. Each local 
authority needs to make a work measurement in which the incentive bonus 
schemes will depend on. The importance of work study is mentioned by 
Richards when he points out that:
"The introduction of any incentive payment usually involves 
some element of work measurement in order to define a norm 
that must be succeeded if additional payment is to be made, 
such measurement is another function of work study 
expert."(4)
The main purposes of the work study are mentioned by Fowler when he 
points out that:
"The contribution of work study to an incentive payments 
schemes is thus to provide an objective technique for 
determining how much work should normally be achieved in a 
certain defined time. That is, work study provides a common . 
base against which employee performance in a job can be 
assessed and on which monetary rewards can then be 
placed."(5)
The success or the failure of any incentive bonus scheme depends on
work study and on the acceptance of the manual workers on this study.
Therefore workers have to be represented in the committee responsible
for this study through their unions. The success of any incentive
scheme depends mainly on the acceptance of the trade unions of those
(6)
schemes. This view is supported by Taylor when he notes that if we 
want to increase productivity we have to enjoy good relationships with 
the unions and he adds that this is a fundamental requirement.
It is not easy for the unions of local government workers to accept the
application of incentive bonus schemes in local government activities. 
In their view these schemes have their advantages and disadvantages. 
The application of these schemes is always accompanied by the growth in 
wages and salaries, but unfortunately it is always accompanied by the 
reduction in the level of staff which means the growth in unemployment.
The unions of local government workers always keep an eye on the level 
of staff in their negotiations with local government representatives. 
Therefore, it is expected that the negotiations to apply any incentive 
bonus scheme in any activity will be very difficult to negotiate and is 
very difficult to reach any agreement with trade unions.
Additionally, trade unions in local government in the U.K. is very
(7)
strong compared with the other activities. In this case Fowler notes 
that local government is one of the most highly unionised sectors of
employment in the U.K. Therefore, the local government representatives 
have to prepare themselves for difficult negotiations with these trade 
unions.
From the previous discussions, it is shown that there are many 
interesting subjects in waste collection activities in England and 
Wales which were beyond the scope of this research. These subjects are 
as follows:
1. Incentive bonus schemes in wast collection in each area 
in England and Wales.
2. The methods which are used in the work study in waste
collection in each area in England and Wales.
3. The relationships between the representatives of the
local governments and the unions of waste collection
activities in each area in England and Wales.
These subjects need further discussion and analysis, so it is 
recommended their fuller research is undertaken to study one or more of 
these subjects.
Furthermore, it is shown in Table 7.4 that the second group contains
only two variables. These are: (1) the square of the frequency of
2
collection (X ), and (2) the density of population (X ). The previous 
3 8
one is included only in the statistical model of Metropolitan District,
while the second one is included only in the statistical model of
London Boroughs. Both variables are highly significant by 99%.
We can add another variable in this group. This variable is the
average disposal unit ( X ) .  This variable was significant by-
o
95% when we built up a statistical model in London Boroughs which 
includes all the variables as shown in Table 7.3. But when we tried to 
build up a statistical model in this area which includes only the 
significant variables, this variable became insignificant as it is 
mentioned in Chapter 6 of this research. Therefore, this variable has 
been excluded from our significant variables, and we built up another 
statistical model with the remaining significant variables, as shown in 
Table 7 .4
It is expected that three variables have a greater effect on costs per 
person served in waste collection in England and Wales than the other 
variables which are not statistically significant either by 95% or by 
99% and included in group three, but they are not as important as the 
variables which are included in the first group.
From these variables we can note that there are two variables 
completely out of the control of management of waste collection 
activities. These two variables are: (1) the density of population,
and (2) the average distance to disposal unit. The only variable which 
could be affected by the different management decisions, is the 
frequency of collection.
Waste is collected in England and Wales twice or more, once or less 
than once a week, as is shown in Columns 39, 40, 41, 42, 43 and 44 in
Appendix B. The less frequent the collection the lower costs in waste
collection. So, if the management wants to reduce the cost of waste
collection, waste could be collected less frequently than before.If the 
management take that decision, it will face some problems with the 
customers, because the less frequent the collection, the lower quality 
in doing this service.
According to this variable the'management could find itself in a 
dilemma. If it takes the decision in increasing the frequency of 
collection, the customers will be happy with the quality of doing this 
service but at the same time it means the higher costs of collection 
and higher costs per person served. And, if it takes the decision of 
reducing the frequency of collection, total costs and costs per person 
served will go down and the quality of doing this service will go down 
too.
According to this variable the management of waste collection could not 
take into account the two aspects of this service which are the 
economic aspects and the quality of doing this service. The management 
therefore, has to be very cautious in taking its decisions about the 
frequency of collection. It has to make a kind of compromise to keep 
the costs down with a reasonable quality of doing this service.
Additionally, it is shown in Table 7.3 that the third group contains
the following variables. These variables are: (1) the methods of
collection (X ), (2) the crew size (X ), (3) the use of specialist
2 7
vehicles with compaction (X ), (4) the rate of commercial waste (X ),
9 10
and (5) the use of disposable sacks (X ). These variables
12
are not statistically significant' either by 95% or by 99%.
One of these variables is completely beyond the control of the 
management. This variable is the rate of commercial waste. The other 
variables need attention from the management although it is found that 
the impact of these variables on costs per person served is not 
significant because these variables affect the quality of doing this 
service moreover to its impact on costs per person served.
The first variable of these variables is the methods of collection* 
this variable also has two sides of effect, as well as the frequency of 
collection, and there is a contradiction between these two sides. The 
two sides are costs per person served and the quality of doing this 
service. More quality means more costs and vice versa. The 
management, therefore, has to take both sides into account in choosing 
the method or the methods of collection which are suitable to each 
district.
The second variable in this group is the crew size. This variable 
needs the attention of management although it has not a significant 
impact on costs per person served, because it has an impact on the 
quality of doing this service. The larger the crew size the more 
reliable collection of waste will be which means the districts will be 
cleaner and there will be less noise in collecting waste.
The other variable which did not affect costs per person served to any 
significant extent which surprised the researcher very much is the use 
of specialist vehicles with compaction (the more technologised 
vehicles). It is expected that this variable has to have a great 
impact on the running costs. The management could afford to pay more 
in capital costs to buy more technologised vehicles, because it would 
mean the reduction of its running costs. But in this case management 
paid more for capital costs and got nothing in running costs.
In spite of this result it is recommended that technically more 
advanced vehicles should be used because it has a greater impact on the 
quality of doing this service. The use of this kind of vehicle means
(1) less accidents and less injuries because they are better equiped 
than the others, (2) fewer repairs, less maintenance and fewer 
breakdowns, which reduces the disruption of doing this service, (3) 
waste which is kept in these vehicles does not spread when they are
moving jfrom one place to another, which means the district will be 
cleaner, (4) these vehicles are less noisey than the others.
The last variable in this group is the use of disposable sacks. This 
variable is recommended to be used also in spite of its insignificant 
relationship with costs per person served, because it has also a great 
impact on the quality of doing this service.
These disposable sacks have many advantages compared with other methods 
of storage. The advantages are: (!) they are easier to handle than the 
other methods, (2) this method is safer than the others which could
cause injuries to waste collection workers, (3) this method is cleaner 
than the other methods, because waste could not be spread away in 
handling the disposable sacks, while it could be spread in handling 
other methods, (4) the use of these sacks keeps down the smell which
builds up when waste is kept for a long time,4rtJll5)the handling of these
sacks is less noisey than the other methods.
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Appendix A
SUMMARY OF WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
IN ENGLAND AND WALES IN 1978-79 TILL 1983-84
312
W A S T E  C O L L E C T I O N  S T A T I S T I C S  1 9 7 8 - 7 9  A C T U A L S  
S U M M A R Y
T A B L E  1 -  N O N - F I N A N C IA L  D A T A
London Nan-Met Nan-Met Total
Boroughs Metropolitan Districts Diflriett England
fine City) Diitricii England Wales and Wales
(31) (35) (230) (32) (328)
Population 6,549,900 11,210,000 22,509,390 2,498,900 42,768,190
Area (in hectares) 153,735 671.809 8,990,944 1,695,405 11,511,893
Hereditaments -
Domestic 2,464,034 4,030.885 8,281,433 943,008 15,719,360
Commercial 552,233 655,928 -1,344,492 132,058 2,684,711
Mixed 32,014 31,801 76,271 10,415 150,501
Industrial 14,600 36,795 54,383 4,886 110,664
Waste collected (in tonnes) 2,067,216 3,204,583 7,101,474 990,057 13,363,330
Disposable sacks used (000's) —
Paper 2,170 4,840 8,843 781 16,634
Plastic 22,950 60,649 . 176,920 33,236 293,755
Bulk storage containers 4,651,167 3,715,205 5,011,906 377,545 13.755.823
Number of dustbins provided . 13,890 268,795 135,921 4,668 423,274
Waste reclaimed -
Paper (tonnes) 18,397 23,508 64,752 759 107,416
Vehicles (number) 4,898 2,596 6,546 922 14,962
Other (tonnes) 137 797 5,592 603 7,129
Collection vehicles - «
With compaction . 1,485 2,115 4,035 480 8,115
Without compaction 142 270 277 55 744
General purpose 113 178 410 63 764
Total 1,740 2,563 4,722 598 9,623
Staff employed at 31.3.79 (f.ta.)
Drivers 930 1,593 2,064 397 4,984
Loaders 3,829 6,643 10,701 1,280 22,453
Driver/Loaders 842 970 2,293 129 4,234
Other manual staff 107 164 326 43 640
Vehicle maintenance staff 364 540 801 128 1,833
Technical & administrative staff 363 642 928 142 2,075
Total 6,435 10,552 17,113 2,119 36,219
Estimate o f Total Waste Collected ( tonnes) 2 .180.000 3.280.000 8  30.000 1.100.000 15.390.000
T A B L E  2 - F I N A N C IA L  D A T A
E X P E N D I T U R E E'OOO E’OOO £'000 rooo £'000
Employees 31,387 42.918 73.023 7,933 155.261
Provision of disposable sacks 1,150 2.165 5,767 1,051 10,133
Provision of dustbins 92 937 529 35 1,593
Transport & moveable plant 13,100 17,200 31,513 4,485 66.298
Establishment expenses 3,375 4,581 6,987 597 15,540
Other running expenses 3,261 2,706 3,193 238 9,398
Agency services -
Other local authorities 21 148 259 35 463
Contractors 419 - 427 27 873
Leasing charges 338 545 1,387 236 2.506
R.C.C.O. 42 93 717 180 .1,032
Oebt Charges -
Principal 322 379 715 59 1,475
Interest 212 328 419 53 1,012
Gross Expenditure 53,719 72,000 124.936 14,929 265,584
I N C O M E
Collection charges —
Commercial 2,687 3,846 5,358 329 12,220
Bulky household waste 193 197 418 13 821
Other 997 453 1,002 118 2,570
Sales of reclaimed waste -
Paper 418 621 1,770 12 2,821
Vehicles 12 6 14 1 33
Other 20 21 71 9 121
Contributions from other authorities -
Waste disposal authority 938 580 - 684 - 2,202
Other local authority 82 7 164 37 290
Total Income 5,347 5,731 9,481 519 21,078
N E T  E X P E N D I T U R E 48,372 66,269 115,455 14,410 244,506
Estimate of Total Expenditure 51.090 69.540 143.480 15.510 27 9 .6 2 0
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS 1 979-80  ACTUALS
S U M M A R Y
T A B L E  1 -  N O N -F IN A N C IA L  D A T A
London Non-Met Non-Met Total
Boroughs Metropolitan Districts Districts England
(inc. City) Districts England Wales and Wales
<32) (35) (246) (29) (342)
i vpuionwii 6.732.80G H , 247.4 i 4 23,803.508 2.360.213 44,143,935
Area (in hectares) 166.443 682.995 9,848.308 1.504.889 12.192.635
Hereditaments —
Domestic 2.672.733 4.160.676 7.865.150 888.704 16.477.262
Commercial 611.668 639.034 1.462,746 124.604 2.738,052
Mixed 38.449 52.270 93,935 7.673 192.327,
Industrial 16.446 29.465 81.473 14.284 141.668
Staff employed at 31.3.80 (f.t.e )
Drivers 897 1.465 2.019 346 4.727
Loaders 4.114 6.459 11.111 1.111 22.795
Driver/Loaders 926 983 2,818 120 4.847
Other manual staff 79 108 315 4 506
Vehicle maintenance staff 338 544 786 94 1,762
Technical & administrative staff 375 643 955 123 2.096
Total 6,729 10.202 18.004 1,798 36.733
Waste collected (in tonnes) 2.259^963 3,451,446 7.458,135 1,031.410 14.200.954
Disposable sacks used (OOO's) —
Paper 3.420.410 5,071.420 10,487,433 540.000 19,519.263
Plastic 24.385.263 77,314.203 202,326.599 30.915,839 334. 941.904
Bulk storage containers 6.684.358 4,062.369 5,516,053 424,425 15,687.205
Number of dustbins provided 11.669 227,160 118,998 6.522 364.349
Waste reclaimed —
Paper (tonnes) 20.921 23,172 76,720 — 120,813
Vehicles (number) 4.346 3,506 6.396 980 15,228
Glass 429 1.467 4,121 423 6.440
Oil 7 20 196 IS 238
Ferrous Metals 132 565 3.233 — 3,930
Non-ferrous Metals 10 4 416 ✓ _ 430
Other — 473 742 --- 1.215
No. ot Bottle Banks in operation 17 38 64 5 124
Waste Oil collection points
Petrol stations 3 27 91 — 121
Civic amenity sites 7 8 47 10 72
Other locations 4 6 29 6 45
Collection vehicles —
With compaction 1.580 2.083 4,575 466 8,704
Without compaction 119 282 314 42 757
General purpose 163 176 438 53 830
Total 1.862 2,541 5.327 561 10.291
Estimate of Total Waste Collected (tonnes) 2 .310.000 3.500.000 8.810.000 1.210.000 15.830.000
T A B LE  2  —  F IN A N C IA L  D A T A
E X P E N D IT U R E ro o o £ 0 0 0 £ 0 0 0 £ 0 0 0 £ 0 0 0
Employees 41.846 52.529 93,643 8,904 196.922
Provision of disposable sacks 1.437 3.971 8,921 1,210 15.539
Provision of dustbins 254 1,004 510 32 1.800
Transport & moveable plant 17.497 20,420 40,233 4.330 82.480
Establishment expenses 3.725 5,836 8,717 1.264 19.542
Other running expenses 2.655 3,090 4,111 223 10.079
Agency services —
Other local authorities 15 364 520 _ 899
Contractors 354 • 407 31 792
Leasing charges 566 880 2,339 285 4.070
R.C.C.O. 85 238 617 231 1.171
Debt Charges —
Principal 255 462 909 61 1.687
Interest 211 459 533 57 1.260
Gross Expenditure 68.900 89,253 161,460 16.628 336.241
IN C O M E
Collection charges —
Commercial waste 3.601 4.761 7.009 402 15.773
Bulky household waste 247 222 553 8 1.030
Other 1,040 715 1.167 145 3.067
Sales of reclaimed waste —
Paper 418 656 2.125 — 3.199
Vehicles 10 15 19 1 45
Glass 3 3 33 5 44
Oil — • 3 ■ • 3
Ferrous Metals 1 6 16 _ 23
Non-ferrous Metals — • 2 — 2
Other 26 41 61 4 122
Contributions from other authorities — 5
Waste disposal authority 1.155 442 552 — 2.149
Other local authority 115 118 273 19 525
Total Income 6.616 6.979 11.803 584 25.982
N E T  E X P E N D IT U R E 62.284 82.274 149,657 16.044 310.259
Estimate of Total Expenditure 63.620 63.370 176.810 18.860 342 .660
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS 1980-81 ACTUALS
S U M M A R Y
TA B LE 1 -  N O N -F IN A N C IA L  D ATA
London Non-Met Non-Mel Total
Boroughs Metropolitan Districts Districts England
tine. City) Districts England Wales and Wales
(30) (34) (2711 (33) (3681
Population 6,149.100 10.586.500 26.094.400 2.472.700 45.302.700
Area (in hectares) 140.377 675.875 11,230,213 1,975.773 14,022.238
Hereditaments —
Domestic 2,367.994 3.942.710 9,753.446 939.592 17.003.742
Commercial 457.744 599.800 1.640,588 169.721 2.867.853
Industrial 25.790 30.156 77,537 6.640 140.123
O ilie r 68,156 74.049 176.799 17.971 336,975
S ta ll employed at 31.3.81 ((.I.e.)
Drivers 810 1,204 2.170 341 4.525
Loaders 3.491 5.740 11.694 1,066 21.991
Driver/Loaders 852 857 2.980 152 4.841
Other manual stall 65 67 281 38 451
Vehicle maintenance stall 364 424 845 95 1.728
Technical & administrative stall 389 553 ' 1.102 130 2.174
Total 5.971 8.845 19.072 1.822 35,710
Waste collected (in tonnesl 2.137.949 3.266.906 7.961,578 1,163,495 14.529,928 .
Disposable sacks used 1000's) —
Paper 1.847 4.319 10.857 790 17,813
Plastic 32.348 96.061 265.242 35.660 429.311
Bulk storage containers 83.494 64.271 111.680 5.112 264.657
Number o l dustbins provided 11.329 162.973 125,957 5.658 305,917
Waste reclaimed — •
Paper (tonnesl 15.699 16.794 57.616 — 90,109
Vehicles (numberl 5.897 3.333 11.470 1.240 21.940
Glass (tonnesl 2,870 3,321 13.865 425 20,481
O il ('000 litres) 7 25 358 11 401
Ferrous Metals (tonnesl 68 925 3.499 — 4.492
Non-ferrous Metals (tonnes) 149 —  ■ 700 — 849
Other (tonnes) — 71 684 — 755
No. o l Bottle Banks in operation 38 69 278 5 390
Waste Oil collection points —
Petrol slalions 4 27 137 6 174
Civic amenity sites 13 8 69 6 96
O ilie r locations 2 8 34 - 6 60
Collection vehicles —
W illi compaction 1.420 1.915 4.712 487 8.634
W ithout compaction 97 224 303 34 « 658
General purpose 90 194 419 59 762
Total 1.607 2.333 5,434 580 9.954
£ sInnate o l 1ot.il Waste Collected Itonnes) 2.381.000 3.506.000 8.631.000 1.307.000 15.816.000
TABLE 2 -  FIN A N C IA L  D A TA
EXPENDITURE t 000 (000 1000 I 000 1000
Employees 44.735 56.045 117.326 10.756 228.862
Premises (depots etc.) 3.549 7.987 6.351 509 13.396
Provision o l sacks 1.379 4.206 11.306 1.307 18.198
Provision o l dustbins 335 891 681 52 1.959
Transport & moveable plant 18.091 23.345 54.544 6.134 102.114
Establishment expenses 3.999 6.1/6 11.316 915 22.356
O tlie i tunning expenses 1.552 1.316 3.623 358 6.849
Agency services
Other Local Authorities 3 4 /5 726 1 1,205
Contractors 2/1 7 332 32 642
Gross expenditure 73.914 95.398 206.205 20.064 395.581
INCOME
Collection charges—
Commercial waste 4.855 6.170 11.287 649 22.911
Bulky household waste 387 393 780 12 1.567
Other 941 796 1.552 142 3.431
Sales ol reclaimed wastu
Paper 341 43J 1.623 — 2.397
Vehicles 77 12 27 - 61
Glass 26 39 118 — 183
Oil - 5 — 5
Ferrous Metals — 7 11 _ 18
Non ferrous Metals 1 1 2 — 4
Oilier 37 32 62 13 144
Contributions from other authorities —
Waste disposal authority 1.370 312 829 — 2.511
Other local authority 83 117 279 18 497
Total Income 8.058 8.262 16.575 834 33.729
NET EXPENDITURE 65.856 87.136 189.630 19.230 361.852
Cstimatc o l Total expenditure 73.353 93.533 205.339 21,600 393.815
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS 1981-82 ACTUALS
S U M M A R Y
TA B LE 1 -  N O N -F IN A N C IA L  D A TA
London Non-Met Non-Mel Total
Boroughs Metropolitan Districts Districts England
- (inc. City) Districts England Wales and Wales
(31) (36) (272) (311 (370)
Population 8,401,300 11 v u  in n m  ix g  in n •% n ie  irtrt 4£ « 1  WQ
Area (in hectares) 148.070 712.162 10,826.750 1.944.740 116301722
Hereditaments —
Domestic 2.480.569 4.253.297 9.831.826 828.434 17,394,126
Commercial 516.018 638.235 1.653.568 111.705 2.919,526
Industrial 16.554 33,729 76.891 9.947 137,121
Other 104.023 86.658 181,319 17.862 389.862
Staff employed at 31.3.82 (f.t.e.l
Drivers 858 1,205 1.925 304 4.292
Loaders 3.629 5,973 11.158 905 21.665
Driver/Loaders 702 906 2.883 126 4.617
Other manual staff 49 37 222 9 317
Vehicle maintenance staff 278 406 809 83 1.576
Technical & administrative staff 353 550 972 108 1.983
Total 5.869 9,077 17.969 1.535 34.450
Waste collected (in tonnes) 2.232.379 3.270,951 8,004.290 826.722 14.434.342
Disposable sacks used (000's) —
Paper 986 6,794 7.161 1,020 14.961
Plastic 30.714 105.281 350.762 63.058 549.815
Bulk storage containers 90,521 71,971 113.740 3.705 279.937
Number o f dustbins provided 17,902 170.699 121,396 4,194 314.191
Waste reclaimed —
Paper (tonnesl 11.151 8,693 37.135 1 56.980
Vehicles (number) 6.924 5,791 16.409 1.009 29.133
Glass (tonnes) 4.466 4,826 27.383 311 36.986
Oil ('000 litres) 11 19 1.064 12 1.106
Ferrous Metals (tonnesl 105 917 3.117 — 4.139
Non-ferrous Metals (tonnes) 155 _ 200 — 355
Other (tonnes) — — 316 . _ 316
No. o f Bottle Banks in operation 71 101 438 5 615
Waste Oil collection points —
Petrol stations 4 27 157 6 194
Civic amenity sites IS 7 72 6 100
Other locations 1 14 40 5 60
Collection vehicles—
W ith compaction 1,406 2,012 4,521 429 8.368
Without compaction 216 203 256 25 700
General purpose 88 187 403 55 733
Total 1.710 2.402 5.180 609 9.801
Estimate o l Total Waste Collected Itonnes) 2.466.000 3.511,000 8.987,000 1.201.000 I6.I6S.000
TABLE 2 -  FIN A N C IA L D A TA
EXPENDITURE C'000 COOO C'OOO COOO COOO
Employees 50.103 67.006 125.566 9.541 252.216
Premises (rfepots etc.l 3.121 3.379 6.436 398 13.334
Provision o f sacks 1.444 3.579 9.677 1.076 15.776
Provision of dustbins 110 867 588 48 1.613
Transport & moveable plant 19.403 23.160 56.424 5,620 104.607
Establishment expenses 4.562 7.754 12.566 1.242 26.124
Other running expenses 1.553 1.788 3.553 419 7.313
Agency services —
Other Local Authorities 16 448 1.060 2 1.526
Contractors 373 3 1.737 19 2.132
Gross expenditure 80.685 107,984 217.607 18.365 424.641
INCOME
Collection charges —
Commercial wasto 5.891 7.985 14.565 804 29.245
Bulky household waste 661 455 839 2 1.957
Other 1,419 1,052 1.510 60 4.041
Sales of reclaimed waste —
Paper 243 188 910 _ 1.341
Vehicles 27 17 . 36 1 81
Glass 58 56 222 _ 336
Oil _ 1 3 _ 4
Ferrous Metals 1 6 9 _ 16
Non-ferrous Molals _ _ 3 _ 3
Other 34 42 89 13 178
Contributions from other authorities —
Waste disposal authority 1.253 777 836 _ 2.866
Other local authority 105 8 417 13 543
Total Income 9.692 10.587 19,439 893 40.611
NET EXPENDITURE 70,993 97,397 . 198,168 17.472 384.030
Estimate o f Total Expenditure 75.986 97.397 211.528 22.035 402.946
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS 1982-83 ACTUALS
S U M M A R Y
TABLE 1 -  N O N -F IN A N C IA L  DA TA
1ondon Non-Mel Non-Met Total
Boroughs Metropolitan District's Districts England
(inc. City) Districts England Wales and Wales
(33) (36) (280! i3oi (385)
Population 6.765.100 11.308.500 27.453.500 2.771.400 48.298.500
Area (in hectares) 158.747 697.466 11.725.989 2.001.262 14.583.464
Hereditaments —
Domestic 2.670.436 4.265.628 10.222.756 1.055.963 18.214.783
Commercial ' 547.549 639.061 1.725.747 137.859 3.050.216
Industrial 16.881 33.634 82.254 7,440 140.209
Other 111.231 85.907 188.753 20.114 406.005
S ta ll employed at 31.3.63 (f.t.e.)
Drivers 670 1.180 1.868 341 4.059
Loaders 3.273 5.636 10.619 982 20.510
Driver/Loaders 802 788 2.922 120 4.632
Other manual staff 80 30 207 22 339
Vehicle maintenance staff 293 411 775 110 1.589
Technical St adm inistrative staff 334 623 972 121 2.050
Total 5.452 8.668 17.363 1.696 33.179
Waste collected (in tonnes) 2.485.760 3.724.865 8,t44,296 1,215.567 . 15.070.488
Disposable sacks used (OOO'sl —
Paper 257 9.628 8.040 552 18.477
Plastic 36.066 153.590 506.038 59.345 755.039
Bulk storage containers 98.081 71.616 124.218 3.044 296.959
Number o f dustbins provided 10.539 163 346 114.151 5.762 293.798
Waste reclaimed —
Paper (tonnes) 9.497 *748 32.499 — 47.744
Vehicles (number) 12.938 6 517 18.426 2.063 39.944
Glass (tonnesl 7.068 5.873 32.498 388 45,827
Oil ( 000 litres) 22 26 471 5 524
Ferrous Metals (tonnes) 173 928 2.929 — 4.030
Non-ferrous Metals (tonnes) 88 — 157 — 240
Other (tonnes) 349 335 — 684
No. o f Bottle Banks in oneration 116 133 767 13 1.029
Waste Oil collection points —
Pelrol stations 16 27 229 6 278
Civic amenity sites 16 7 77 8 108
Other locations 1 11 46 7 65
Collection vehicles —
W ith compaction 1.338 1.807 4.427 446 8.013
W ithout compaction 117 234 246 29 626
General purpose 65 175 392 61 693
Total - 1.520 7.711 5.065 536 9.332
estimate o f Tntal Waste Collected itonnes) 2.485.760 .7.459.68.7 9 .135.134 1.345.931 16.426.508
TABLE 2 -  FIN A N C IA L  D A TA
EXPENDITURE POO0 (000 rooo rooo rooo
Employees 53 145 69 706 130.817 12.094 265.762
Premises (depots etc I 4 356 3 320 6.202 741 14 619
Provision o l sacks 1.462 3 403 10.248 1.297 16.410
Piovision ot dustbins 141 925 600 70 1.736
Transport & moveable plant 19.196 23.114 59.332 7.049 108691
Establishment expenses 5.215 7.791 14451 1.473 28.930
Other running expenses 1.878 1.827 3.393 538 7.03G
Agency services -
Other Local Authorities 17 310 t 240 18 1.680
Contractors 2.299 53 3.177 91 5.670
Gross expenditure 87.704 110.449 279.460 23.371 450.984
INCOME
Collection charges —
Commercial waste 7.384 9 783 16.574 1.118 34.309
Bulky household waste 319 537 705 16 1.572
Other 1.731 1.210 1.645 95 4.681
Sales o l reclaimed waste —
Paper 235 113 804 — 1.157
Vehicles 34 74 50 2 110
Glass 92 90 783 1 466 .
Oil -- 1 4 — 5
Ferrous Metals 1 7 9 — 17
Nun-ferrous Metals 1 — 4 — 5
Oilier 16 44 38 — 98
Contributions from other authorities —
Waste rlisposal authority 1.727 851 1.026 — 3.604
Other local authority 113 32 781 26 452
Tutal Income 11.653 12.187 71.373 1.258 46.471
NET EXPENDITURE 76.051 98.267 208,087 22.113 404.513
estimate o f Total expenditure 76.051 98.267 218.531 22.409 415.253
 — ................ iu u w i'U M  M l,  I U M L C 3
S U M M A R Y
TABLE 1 -  N O N -F IN A N C IA L  DA TA
London Non-Met Non-Met Total
Boroughs Metropolitan Districts Districts England
(inc. City) Districts England Wales and Wales
Population 6.589.100 (32) 11.272.000 (361 26.428,400 (268) 2.623,600 (33) 46.913.000 (369)
Area (in hectares) 164.149 (32) 697.433 (36) 10.786.085 (268) 1.689.176 (33) 13426.843 (369)
Hereditaments-----
Domestic 2.638.271 4,299.624 10.050.280 1,012.902 18,001.077
Commercial 641,167 635.012 1.710.349 138.771 3.025.299
Industrial 15.333 31.225 54.546 4.292 105.396
Other 111.694 89.567 215.409 23.437 440.107
Total 3.306.466 (32) 5.055.428 (36) 12,030.584 (2681 1,179,402 (331 21.671479 (3691
S ta lf employed at 31.3.84 (f.t.e.)
Local Authority Employees
Drivers 663 972 1.814 301 3.740
Loaders 3.107 4,907 9.484 957 18.455
D river/loaders 700 819 2,529 118 4.166
Other manual staff 35 34 145 13 227
Vehicle maintenance staff 276 416 693 104 1.489
Technical &  adm inistrative staff 297 523 832 111 1.763
Total 5.068 (32) 7.671 (34) 15.497 (262) 1.604 (33) 29.840 (361)
Total Contractors Employees 153 (2) 170 (2) 371 (16) - 694 (20)
Waste collected (in tonnes) 2.461,585 (32) 3.259.440 (34) 7,781.969 (253) 1.288,404 (33) 14.791496 (352|
Disposable sacks used (000's) —
Paper 42 (32) 2,750 (361 3.936 (2651 411 (33) 7,139 (366)
Plastic 37.339 (31) 150.134 (36) 326.602 (262) 44.751 (33) 558.826 (362)
Bulk storage containers
w ith  compaction 2.633 (31) 9.420 (36) 10.229 (264) 19 (32) 22.301 (363)
w ithou t compaction 92,902 131) 68.833 136) 111.530 (262| 6.303 (321 278.568 (361)
Number of dustbins provided 6.908 129) 142,631 (351 98.227 (260| 12.049 (32) 259.815 (356)
Waste reclaimed —
Paper (tonnes) 7.825 (32) 7,003 (36) 25,863 (263) -  (33) 40.691 (364)
Vehicles (number) 9.675 (231 6,571 (36) 20.B02 (257) 2.386 (32) 38.434 (354)
Glass (tonnes) 8.174 (31) 9.159 (36) 49.575 (263) 392 (32) 67.300 (362)
O il (000 litres) 31 (30) 12 (35) 168 1258) 32 (33) 243 (356)
Ferrous Metals (tonnesl 193 (32) 904 (35| 1.683 (262) 48 (33) 2.828 (362)
Non-ferrous Metals (tonnes) 37 (31) 10 (35) 210 (261) -  (33) 257 (360)
Other (tonnes) -  132) — (35) 788 (263) -  (33) 788 (363)
No. o l Bottle Banks in operation 229 (32) 295 (361 1.503 (266) 19 (33) 2.046 (367)
Waste Oil collection points —
Civic amenity sites 6 (32) 17 (35) 71 (264) 19 (33) 113 (364)
Other locations (including petrol stationsl 24 (30) 24 (33) 170 (2561 8 1321 226 (351)
Collection vehicles —
Local Authority
W ith  compaction 1.293 1.674 4.028 419 7.414
W ithout compaction 90 187 209 36 522
General purpose « 86 149 367 47 649
Total 1.469 (32) 2.010 (35) 4.604 (264) 502 (33) 8.585 (364)
Contractors
w ith  compaction 40 41 122 1 204
without compaction 2 4 13 2 21
General purpose 2 — 16 — 18
Total 44 (2) 45 (2) 151 116) 3 (2) 243 (22)
Estimate o l Io ta 1 Waste Collected Itonnes) 7.523,376 3.496.988 8.999.124 1,378.9)4 16.398,402
TABLE 2 -  F IN A N C IA L  D A TA
EXPENDITURE COOO COOO COOO COOO cooo
Employees 51.367 64.426 126.640 12.311 254.744
Premises (depots etc.) 4,024 3.064 6.142 721 13.951
Provision o l sacks 1.614 4.796 10.856 1.358 18.624
Provision of dustbins 2S2 800 530 42 1.624
Transport & moveable plant 19,431 23.325 54.996 6.750 104,502
Establishment expenses 5.155 8.183 14.322 1.550 29.210
O ilie r running expenses 1.418 1.436 3.097 SIS 6.466
Agency services —
Other Local Authorities 8 468 1.644 3 2.123
Contractors 2.268 1.245 5.911 77 9.501
Gross expenditure 85.537 107.743 224.138 23.327 440.745
INCOME
Collection chaiges —
Commercial waste 7.696 8.914 17.142 1.101 34.753
Bulky household waste 255 649 799 22 1.725
Other 1.669 1.372 1.747 109 4.897
Sales of reclaimed waste —
Paper 206 107 595 — 908
Vehicles 44 25 64 4 137
Glass 121 98 340 2 561
Oil — • 3 1 4
Ferrous Metals 3 5 16 1 25
Non-ferrous Metals • • 4 __ 4
Other 17 100 32 * 149
Contributions from other authorities —
Waste disposal authority 1.656 432 1.112 — 3.200
Other local authority 106 11 437 14 568
Total Income 11.673 11.713 • 22,291 1.254 46.931
NET EXPENDITURE 73,864 (32) 96,030 (36) 201.847. (268) 22.073 (33) 393.814 (369)
Estimate o f Total Expenditure 75.718 96.030 220,103 23.624 415.480
N.B. Figures in brackets indicate number o f authorities included in each of the totals.
Appendix _B
THE ACTUAL STATISTICS OF WASTE COLLECTION
IN ENGLAND AND WALES IN 1983-84
Local Authority
POPULATION &  AREA
Population
at
0)
Area
12)
Density
of
population
at
30683
13)
NUMBER OF HEREDITAMENTS
Domestic
(4)
Commercial
(5)
Industrial
16)
Other
m
WASTE COLLECTED 
-  BY WEIGHT
Total
w eight
waste
(81
34 OF TOTAL 
WASTE COLLECTED 
BY CONTRACTORS
Actual
or est­ Est­
imated imated
weight %
o f i l l uf Waste
waste weighed
(91 (101 (11)
stances
(12)
LONDON DOROUCHS
hectares per hectare
City of London 
INNER
5. 3 274 2 0. 0 7 2 . 933 1 2 .8 8 0 21 1 .8 9 7 3 2 .2 9 3 A ' 100
Carnden 173. 3 2 . 171 8 0  84 7 8 . 192 2 3 . 143 371 3 .3 6 4 9 0 .0 0 0 E to o ■ — —
Creenwich 2 1 6 . 1 4 , 744 43. 33 8 4 . 881 16. 2 78 323 3. 341 6 6 .7 9 0 E 93 - —
Hackney 186. 7 1 .9 4 8 93. 84 74 . 813 14. 631 2 .0 4 3 2 .2 9 2 7 9 .8 9 7 A 100 - -
Hammersmith t< Fulham ISO. 3 1 .6 1 7 92. 93 6 3 . 488 8 .6 8 1 3 0 3 1. n o 7 0 . 332 A - -
Islington 162. 7 1. 489 109. 27 6 8 . 383 13. 338 6 2 6 2 .8 2 3 8 2 . 461 A 100 - - -
Kensington tr Chelsea 134 1 1. 193 112. 2 2 7 1 . 773 12. 167 117 2 . 748 7 2 . 637 A 96 13 -
Lambeth 2 43 . 0 2 . 727 09. 84 1 0 4 .6 2 1 2 0 . 1B9 431 1 4 .3 3 4 1 0 6 .7 9 2 A 100 - -
Lewi sham 2 31 . 9 3 . 473 6 6  77 9 6 . 143 2 0 . 9 0 9 3 1 6 1 .1 3 8 6 9 .0 4 4 A 100 — ; -
Southwark 2 1 3 . 4 2 . 8 80 74. 79 9 3 .0 9 1 2 3 . 3 96 797 16. 607 9 6 . 160 A 100 - -
Tower Hamlets 144. 0 1. 9 73 72. 99 6 1 .1 2 0 14. 144 1 .9 3 4 1 .2 4 9 7 7 . 827 A to o • - -
Wandsworth 2 38 . 4 3 . 492 74. 00 1 0 4 .8 8 3 2 1 . 0 34 4 2 3 16. 736 8 4 . 0 00 A 100 100 r
Westminster
OUTER
184. 1 2 . 138 83. 31 9 6 .4 2 4 3 8 . 4 9 8 24 3. 423 1 94 . 113 A 93
Barking <■ Dagenham 130. I 3 . 419 43. 9 0 38. 2 23 10. 783 182 708 3 8 . 962 A 100 - -
Barnet 2 94 . 4 8 .9 3 3 32  88 1 1 1 .7 B 6 2 0 . 6 40 299 1. 3 92 9 1 . 380 A to o — -
Dn 1 ey 2 17 . 9 6 . 063 33  93 8 2 . 340 13. 431 3 3 3 4 . 338 37. 638 A 100 - —
Brent 2 34 . 0 4 .4 2 1 37. 43 9 3 .3 3 9  ■ 13. 178 624 1. 077 101. 0 32 E 78 - —
Bromley 2 9 9 . 2 13. 179 19. 71 116. 180 2 0 . 2 5 0 137 3 .3 2 3 8 3 . 186 A ■ - — -
Croydon 3 2 0 . 6 8 . 638 37. 03 120. 161 2 3 . 701 332 3. 004 9 8 . 203 A to o - -
Ealing 2 0 3 . 9 5. 547 51. 18 1 0 4 .9 8 2 1 3 .0 7 8 694 1. 479 8 9 . 4 49 E 87 — —
Enfield 2 6 3 . 1 8 . 115 32. 42 9 9 .0 3 6 1 7 .3 1 0 4 7 8 1 .2 1 2 8 7 . 605 A 100 - —
Haringey 2 0 4 . 7 3. 031 67. 34 8 2 . 302 14. 369 359 1. 063 7 0 .1 6 6 A 100 — —
Harrow 199. 4 3. 0 8 2 39. 24 7 4 , 833 I t .  721 104 749 4 9 . 0 00 E 100 —
Havering 2 40 . 3 11. 7 76 2 0. 41 8 8 . 123 12. 3 63 407 818 6 9 . 039 E . 7 0 - -
Hi 1 1ingdon 234  2 11. 037 21. 2 2 8 6 . 446 13. 0 33 3 70 1. 206 3 3 .0 3 3 A - — —
Houns1ow 2 00 . 9 3. 852 34 33 76 . 650 16. 214 411 822 6 2 . 100 E 98 - -
Kingst'on-upan-Thames
Merton
133  6 3. 756 33. 37 5 3 . 227 1 1 .9 2 7 2 3 8 2 . 193 4 5 . 830 E * • —
Newham 2 10 . 3 3 . 637 37. 82 8 0 . 066 1 4 .5 7 7 4 78 1 .2 6 9 8 0 . 473 A 100 - -
Redbridge 2 2 7 . 0 3 . 647 40. 20 8 5 .8 3 8 14. 7 98 138 1. 406 6 9 . 023 A 100 - —
Richmond-upon-Thames 160. 9 3. 323 2 9  12 6 8 . 798 13. 439 261 4. 533 3 6. 666 A 100 - —
Sutton 169. 7 4. 342 39. 08 6 6 .2 9 2 13. 313 2 2 3 70S 4 7 . 727 A 100 - -
Waltham Forest 2 1 5 . 2 3. 966 34 26 8 4 . 494 14. 1 12 60S 866 6 8 . 661 A 100 - -
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
CREATEH MANCHESTER
8o1 ton
B u ry
Manchester 
Oldham 
Rochdale 
Sal ford 
Stockport 
Tameiide 
T ra f ford 
Wigan
MERSEYSIDE 
Knowsley 
Liverpool 
St Helens 
Sefton 
Mirra!
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
Barnsley
Doncaster
Rotherham
Sheffield
TYNE AND MEAR 
Cateshead
Nevcas11 e-up on-Tyne 
North Tyneside 
South Tyneside 
Sunderland
WEST MIDLANDS
Birminghasi
Coventry
Dudley
Sanduel1
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Calderdale
Kirk lees
Leeds
Wakefield
261. B 13. 973 18 74 99. 739 12. 400 703 1, 377 96. 488 E 30 2 -
174 8 9. 918 17 62 67. 0B7 9. 246 472 1. 131 64. 811 E 2 0 - ■ -
437 3 11. 621 39 37 173. 364 29. 349 1. 344 4, 803 • a a« #• ■ - -
220 9 14. 112 13 63 8 6. 374 14. 732 787 1. 340 70. 442 A too - -
206 4 13. 976 12 92 79. 32B 14. 437 636 1. 327 38. 636 A 100 - -
245. 0 9. 687 23 29 94. 308 12. 947 6 8 6 1. 617 91. 136 E 20 - -
288. 9 12. 603 22 92 1 II. 433 13. 763 777 I. 169 103. 923 A 100 - -
216. 3 10. 323 20 95 84.320 14. 222 970 1. 278 97. 000 E sa - -
218 7 10. 363 20 70 84. 062 10. 789 338 1. 039 43, 997 E 30 - -
308. 2 19. 894 13 49 116.797 14. 680 333 I. 377 #• as - - -
170. 8 9. 739 17. 34 SB. 207 3. 891 203 1. 318 41. 327 A to o -
302. 3 11.291 44. 30 192. 446 23. 362 941 7 . 113 173. 500 E 93 - -
189. 2 13. 347 14. 18 69. 162 7. 403 348 774 70. 830 E 80 _ -
299. 8 13. 034 19. 91 109.192 14. 776 403 1. 722 84. 000 E 66 - -
338. 3 13. 772 21. 46 130. 798 17, 740 432 1. 334 93. 343 A 100 81 -
224. 8  
269. B 
253. 2 
542. 7
32. 863 
SB. 153 
2B. 27B 
36. 756
6 . B4 
4. 98 
8 95 
14. 76
65. SOB 
108. 1 IB 
94. 327 
212. 843
10. 032 
10. 509 
12.096 
30. 294
251 
266 
358 
1. 573
1. SBO 
1 .4 6 2
1. 339
2 . SSB
114. 920 
99. 831 
92. 125 
175.300
2 1 0. 2 14. 323 14. 68 84. 661 12. 626 395 993 67. 530 E 67 _ _
281. 2 11. 187 23 14 114, 716 17.678 408 2.081 97. 323 E SI — _
193. 0 8. 377 23 28 80. 342 10. 345 323 1. 063 70. 300 ' E 90 - -
139. 5 6 . 357 23. 09 62. 918 7. 306 246 933 71.760 E 77 _ —
299. 4 13.762 21. 76 113.209 13.842 633 1.381 104,300 A 92 - -
1012. 9 26. 430 30 32 376. 304 71.146 4. 261 4. 149 267. 078 A 100 _ _
313. 9 9.634 32. 72 117,390 18. 412 763 I. 073 81. 748 A 93 4 —
300. 9 9. 794 30. 72 114.076 16. 303 1. 429 4. 413 60. 993 A 80 - —
307. 3 8 . 339 33. 90 116. 904 17. 738 1. 336 14. 891 87.000 E _ _ —
199. 9 18.007 11. 10 72. 078 13. 246 102 812 48. 160 E - ' - -
265. 3 10. 606 23. 01 96.097 17,289 1. 350 4. 448 6 8. 750 E 50 _ -
233. 4 6 . 892 37. 06 93. 200 18. 302 922 4. 331 76, 880 A 8 8 - -
463. 9 36. 637 12. 66 173. 827 26. 402 1.774 3. 381 106. 380 E 87 _ -
192. 0 36. 377 3. 28 76. 837 13. 900 958 1. 583 49.800 E 76 - -
377. 3 40. 992 9. 20 146. 374 22, 974 1. 472 2. 539 112. 196 E 41 - -
714. 0 36. 213 12. 70 279. 322 41. 668 2 . 060 3. 339 196. 909 E aa — -
312. 1 33. 317 9. 37 118. 734 14.343 306 1. 631 1 1 0 .0 0 0 E - - ■ -
ISKW-tW AU I UALb
WASTE COLLECTED 
-  BY TYPE
WASTE. COLLECTED 
-  BY METHOD OF S'TORAGE
METHODS OF COLLECTION
HOUSEHOLD WASTE
House­
hold
waste
(131
Com­
mercial
waste
(14)
Indust­
rial
waste
(15)
Contained
in
dustbins
(16)
Contained
in
dispos­
able
tacks
(IT)
Contained 
in bulk
storage
containers
(18)
Other
(19)
Backdoor
cnllAet
&
return
(20)
Kerbside
(21)
Other
&
return
(22)
Skep
123)
Oth«r
normal
methods
(24)
Special
collections
(25) Local Authority
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
LONDON BOROUGHS
9 93 - 7 36 37 - - - - 100 -
City o f  London
90
63
60
49
91
90
33
910
63
3 3 33
13 - 64
20 - 40
41 10 . 32
ee aa 33
- 62-
ae aa 32
33 — --- 1 73
44
73
13
33
I
10
30
13
30
33
33
43
36
46
19
ae
36
13
33
3 10 43 - - 40 3
3 36 - - 8 30 4
3 10 23 - - 2 0 40 3
16 3 68 - - 26 1
- - - too - - —
2 42 18 - - 36 4
— 60 - 2 0 - — -
_ 24 3 60 - 3 8
aa 13 - 34 - 48 3
- - 30 70 — - -
_ 10 3 ' 70 — 13 -
- 30 30 30 - 8 2
90 10 _ 47 37 12 ■ 4 - - 37 34
aa aa aa 83-- 14 1 70 — — 13
90 - 10 90 - . 9 1 - “ 90
77 13 10 38 6 14 2 2 63 — “
63 13 - 79 - 20 1 2 — 60
aa aa aa 74 3 IB 3 20 - _ 80
69 11 - 63 13 20 13 - 63 -
89 8 3 70 - 14 16 - - “ too
61 19— 33 33 30 - 20 33 23 ~
60 20 - 42 28 30 - 70 - - “
63 10 3 - 90 10 - 1 60 a “
67 13 - 83 - 13 - - ” - 100
79 21— ---1 - 66 24 6 64 — - -
84 16 - 80 3 10 3 100 — -
93 3 _ 73 _ 23 2 3 93 - -
90 10 - 69 10 17 4 - - 66 “
83 13 - 70 - 23 3 90 - ~ “
83 13 - 33 30 13 - 100 - - -
76 17 7 38 29 23 6 8 24 46 “
30
10
INNER
Camden
Creenwich
Hackney
Hammersmith 6 Fulham 
Islington
Kent ing ton 6 Chelsea
Lambeth
Lewisham
Southwark
Towtr Hamlets
Wandsworth
Westminster
OUTER
Barking l< Oagenhaa
Barnat
Bailey
Brant
Bromley
Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Haringey
Harrow
Havering
Hi 11ingdon
Hounslow
Kingston-upon-Thames
Harton
Newham
Redbridge
Richmond-upon-Thames
Sutton
Waltham Forest 
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
91 9 -
92 7 1
aa aa aa
76 12 12
80 20  —
87 12 1
63 13 -
66 29 3
76 24 -
ae aa aa
94 4 2
92 8 -
93 3 -
9 0 10 -
91 9—
6 9 11 _
64 16 -
6 7 13 -
<?0 10 —
91 7 2
73 2 2 3
aa aa aa
6 0 15 3
6 3 12 3
aa aa aa
6 8 10 2
98 2 ' -
9 3 6 1
6 9 11 -
9 3 3 -
9 4 3 1
6 6 13 1
aa aa aa
78 2 2 — --- 1
6 7 13 -
49
67
47
60-
34
3
71
63-
64
74
30
63 17
61 2 0
33 S3
- 90
73 9
74 IS
30 33
77 -
77 6
76 9
39 17
aa aa
70 3
64 16
_ 71
- 76
- 63
62 -
- • 73
30
4010
10
91010
10
11
12
6
21
19
12
16
27-
16
14
74
60
16
6
10-
13
col 16
10
20
19
10
10
12
3
10
3
3
32
12
3
100
64
aa
60
10066
67
100100
100
90
90
100
67
100
69
99
100
100
66
90
61
100
100
63
76
63
62
92
60
100
14
aa aa
12
20
16
16
7
CREATER MANCHESTER
- Bolton
1 Burg
aa Manchester 
13 Oldham
- Rochdale 
33 Salford
3 Stockport
- T aifie side 
Trafford
- Wigan
MERSEYSIDE 
3 Knowsley
2 Liverpool 
1 St Helens
- Sefton
1 Wirral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
- Barnsley 
6 Doncaster
- Rotherham 
Sheffield
TYNE AND WEAR
- Cateshead
11 Newcastle-upon-Tynr 
aa North Tyneside
10 South Tyneside
12 Sunderland
WEST MIDLANDS
- Dirmingham
- Coventry
3 Dudley
2 Sandwe11
1 Solihull
2 Walsall
1 Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
4 Bradford
1 Calderdale 
Kirklees
2 Leeds
- Wakefield
S A L
METHODS OF COLLECTION
NUMBER OF 
DISPOSABLE SACKS USED
COMMERCIAL WASTE
Local Authority
Backdoor
collect
&
(26) (27)
Other
collect
&
return
(28)
Skep
(29)
Other
normal
methods
(30)
Spec!:!
collections
(31)
Collection
system
(See
Notes)
(32)
Paper
(331
Plastic
(34)
LONDON OOROUCH3 
City of London
inner
Condon
Oreenwlch
Hackney
Hammersmith It Fulham 
Islington
Kensington t Chelsea
Lambeth
Lewisham
Southwark
Touor Hamloto
Uandfwarth
Westminster
OUTER
Darting !> Dagonhan
Barnot
Beiley
Dront
Bromley
Croydon
Ealing
Enfiold
Haringoy
Harrow
Havering
Hillingdon
Hounslow
Kingston-upon-Thame*
Norton
Nouhan
Rodbridgo
R i chmond-upon-Thamto 
Sutton
Waltham Forest 
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
40
SO
42
40
1310
3
43
6
100
BO
100
11
63
70
60
4
10
10
30
3
BO
6
47
333
90
3
a
3 2
22
69
30
20
27
13
30
33
36
6020
30
20
60
96
216B68
46
SO
70
73
68
8012
BOO100
641
U
1.499
300
3
3. 276
2.400
900
722
4
1.000 
7. 466
3.000
398
9.086
3
6. 842
677
1.900
CREATER MANCHESTER
D olton
Bury
Manchester 
Oldham 
Rochdale 
Salford 
Stoc hport 
Tameside 
Trafford 
Wi gan
MERSEY'S IDE 
Knowsley 
Liverpool 
St Helens 
Sefton 
Wlrral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE 
Darns ley 
Doncaster 
Rotherham 
Sheffield
TYNE AND WEAR 
Gateshead
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
North Tyneside 
South Tyneside 
Sunderland
WEST MIDLANDS
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwel1
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
Bred ford
Celderdale
Kirtlees
Leeds
Wakefield
100
IS
ee
86
100
30
100
100
100
90
B6
60
too
34
100
8
IB
100
100
23
90
17
100
100
100
30
92
32
49
60
100
100
100
83
ee
9
40
10
14
73
8 2
10
83
70
100
6
64
48
3
1. 122  
IS 
676
3.000 
480
13. 343 
2. 000
3. 600 
6 . 132
7.000 
6 . 200
4. 300
32
4. 400 
4.220 
890
1.030
1.671
13
360
468
1. 500 
1.487
213
2 . 136
24.362 
6.2SO 
4.000
11.043
834 
10. 000 
19. 300 
2.230
NUMBER OF 
BULK STORAGE 
CONTAINERS
PROVISION OF 
DUSTBINS/ 
SACKHOLDERS
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION PER WEEK
Local Authority
Wilh
compaction
1351
Without
compaction
(3GJ
Charge
(See
Notes)
i37i
Number
(38)
NORMAL HOUSEHOLD 
WASTE
COMMERCIAL
WASTE
Twice 
or more 
(39)
Once
(40)
Less than
once
(41)
Twice 
or more
(42)
Once
(43)
Less than 
(44)
% % % % % %
LONDON BOROUGHS
- 438 F . 232 100 - - too - - City of London
INNER
- 3. 200 N 30 100 - - so 40 10 Camden
a 4. 100 N - - too - 0 93 - Greenwich
4 4. 620 N - 30 70 - so 30 - Hackney
2 3. 460 N - 3 93 - 2 0 80 - Hammersaiith It Fulhaai
so 3. 770 F 3. 460 3 93 -■ 13 87 - Is 1ing ton
19 2. 342 • C - too - - 100 — - Kensington'It Cheltea
- 8 . 600 N • • - 100 - 50 50 - , Lambeth
- 300 N - 3 93 - 10 90 - Lewisham
- 4.07S N - 60 40 - 40 60 Southwark
•• ee N - 70 30 3 93 - Tower Hamleti
- 6 . 000 N - - 100 - 13 83 - Wandsworth
40 4. 100 C ee 93 3 “ 100 - - Westminster
OUTER
- 742 F 400 too 12 8 8 ’ - Barking k Dagenham
- 4. 000 C 3 2 98 - 2 98 - Barnet
- 1. 397 F 369 - 100 2 98 - Beiley
- 3. 300 C 463 - too - 12 8 8 - Brent
- 3. 332 N - 1 99 - 20 80 — Bromley
- 3. 600 N - - 100 - 17 83 - Croydon
- 3. 448 F 1. 300 2 98 IB 82 — Ealing
2 . 516 - N - 3 93 - 4 94 2 - Enfield
- 3. 300 C 31 3 93 - 13 83 - Haringey
- - 2 . 028 N 90 - too 10 90 - Harrow
- 1.993 N - - ' 2 98 - 12 87 1 Havering
- 3. 000 N - - 100 - too - Hillingdon
- 3. 964 C 88 3 93 - 19 80 1 Mount 1ow
- 2 . 100 F - - 100 - 3 95 - ■Kingston-upon-Thaaes
Merton
- 3. 000 F • • 3 93 - 77 2 2 1 Newham
- 2.003 C - 1 99 - 1 99 - Redbridge
- 2. 000 N - - 100 - 10 90 - R i c hmond-upon-Thaaes
- 2. 038 N ■ - — 100 - - 100 - Sutton
2. OSO C 2 00 16 84 “ 36 64 Ida 1 than Forest
' METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
CREATER MANCHESTER
11 10 c - ' - 100 - 23 77 - Golton
2 1. 046 F • - - 100 - ' 1 90 1 Bury
SI 4. 794 • • 11. 120 2 98 - 70 30 - Manchester
8 1. 400 F 4. 000 - too - 2 0 80 - Oldham
- 930 C 283 - 100 - - 100 - Rochdale
- 2. 372 c 1. 287 7 93 - 3 90 3 Sal ford
- 3.000 c 974 - 100 - 2 0 80 - Stoc kport
2 1. 238 F 1. 973 ■ - 100 - - 100 - Tameside
- 1. 400 c 3. 0 00 - 100 - 13 83 - Trafford
- 1. 330 c - - 100 - 13 83 Wigan
MERSEYSIDE
- 430 c 233 2 98 - 30 70 - Knows ley
- 1. 700 N - 12 88 - 30 49 1 Liverpool
6 2. 700 C 813 - 100 - 2 98 - St Helens
1. 900 - N - - 100 • 30 30 Sefton
- 2. OBB N 3 97 19 81 Wirral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
- 937 C 670 - 100 - 2 98 larntley
2 2 . 080 F 9. 000 - too - 10 90 - Doncaster
- 1. 360 F 8. 000 - 100 - 6 94 - totherham
- 4.642 F IB. 674 100 ' 2 0 80 Sheffield
TYNE AND WEAR
1 760 F 4.203 - 100 - to 90 — Citsthtid
12 1.330 N - 100 • - S3 /, 44 1 Newcastle-upon-Tyne
- 786 F «• - 100 - • • • • *e North Tyneside
S 575 C 400 - 100 - 17 83 - South Tyneside
* 1.034 F 3.217 “ 100 13 87 - Sunderland
WEST MIDLANDS
6 8 . 130 F 8.300 - 100 - 2 0 80 - Birmingham
4 3. 600 N - - 100 - IS 83 - Coventry
2. 143 - F 2. 0 0 0 - 100 - 10 90 - Dudley
23 3. 279 F 12.000 3 93 - 3 93 - Sandwell
- 1. 930 N - - 100 “ 15 83 Solihull
- 2.230 F 6. 914 1 99 - 6 . 94 Walsall
5 2. 923 C 7. 193 ~ too - 10 75 13 Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
8 2. 960 N - 1 99 - 2 98 - Bradford
- . 816 F 4. 101 3 97 - 3 97 - Calderdale
- 2.614 F b. 064 - 100 - 10 84 6 Kirilees
S. 229 - F 12.000 - 100 - IS 83 - Leeds
- ■ 1.829 F 12.000 - 100 - 5 90 3 Wakefield
o n u i k  UUUL.CUIIUI\I O  I M  M O  I I O O
Local Authority
NUMBER OF 
BOTTLE BANKS
WASTE OIL 
COLLECTION 
POINTS
AMO UNT OF WASTE
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local
authority
(45)
Other
(461
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority 
(471
Other
(e.Q.
garages)
(48)
Paper
(49)
Abandoned
Vehicles
(501
C last
(511
Oil
(52)
Ferrous
Metals
(531
LONDON BOROUGHS
City of London
INNER
Comdtn
Greenwich
Hackney
Hammersmith ti Fulham 
Islington
Kensington tr Chelsea
Lambeth
Lewisham
Southwark
Tower Hamlets
Wandsworth
Wes tminster
OUTER
Barking I. Dagenham
Barnet
Bealey
Brent
Bromley
Croydon
Saling
Enfield
Haringey
Harrow
Havering
Hi 1 1ingdon
Hounslow
Klngston-upon-Tham e*
Herton
Newham
Redbridge
Richmond-upon-Thames
Sutton
Waltham Forest
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
GREATER MANCHESTER
Bolton
Bury
Manchester
Oldham
Rochdale
Sal ford
Stockport
Tameside
Trafford
Wigan
MERSEYSIDE 
Knowsley 
Liverpool 
St Helens 
Sefton 
Wlrral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE 
Barnsley 
Donees ter 
Rotherham 
Sheffield
TVNE AND HEAR 
Cateshead
Newcastle-upon-Tyne
North Tyneside 
South Tyneside 
Sunderland
12
6
1
36
7
3
2 8
16
3
216  
4 . 104
18
10
3 42
2 32
aa
2 6 8
473
180
2 1 6
483
2 0 8
aa
6 4 0
484
433
817
2 4 6
1 ,0 9 9
717
722
3 8 2
133
140
181
133
3 13
7B3
98
40
611
124
1B9
180
189
123
6 7
112
148
9 2
138
9 2
3 33
30
182
33
119
2 9 0
78
6 10
to
4 4 0
821 
1. 106
389
673
400
636
337
46
942
181
143
492200
448
440
6 8 0
778
311
2 1 7
3 3 7
2 0 8
1
89
103
195
304
WEST MIDLANDS
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwel1
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Calderdale
Kirklees
Leeds
Wakefield
8
3
37 1 .3 B 8
197
3 8 6
22!
27
2 3
33
6 0
41
184
8 6 0
2 6 3
7 6 6
2 4 8
7 9 0
479
2 5 3211
1 .7 6 6
192
1 3 B 3 - C W  M O I U A L O JZ4'
reclaimed
NUMBER OF LOCAL AUTHORITY'S 
COLLECTION VEHICLES
NUMBER OF CC 
COLLECTION
NTRACTOR
VEHICLES
S*
Local Authority
Non-Ferrous
Metals
(541 .
Othe?
(55)
SPECIALIST
General
purpose
(581
Total
(591
SPECIALIST
General
purpose
(621
Total
(63)
With
completion
(561
Without
compaction
(57)
With
compaction
(601
Without
completion
(61)
tonnes tonnes
LONDON BOROOCH3
_ - 27 9 36 - - - City of London
INNER
_ _ 6 6 6 6 - - - - Camden
_ _ 48 1 - 49 . - ' - - — Oreenwich
_ 62 4 a 74 - - — Hackney_ 29 1 _ 30 - -• - • - Hammer**! th li Fulhaai_ _ ■ 33 13 _ 68 - 1 t Islington
_ _ 27 3 - 32 col 3?— ----- 1 Kensington It Chelsea
33 _ 73 • _ 23 98 - - - “ ■Lambeth_ 48 - 7 33 - - — - Lewisham
_ _ 73 13 - 88 — - — - Southwark
* 43 I 46 - - - * - Tower Hamlets
_ _ M • • • « 40 2 1 43 Wandsworth
- - 88 14 2 104 : “ • Westminster
OUTER
_ _ 23 2 23 - - - - Barking 11 Dagenham
_ _ 62 - - 62 - - - ' “ Barnet
_ _ 38 - 2 40 - - - — 0* 1 1 eg
- _ _ 48 3 3 36 - - - - Brent
_ _ 37 - 2 39 — - - - Bromley
_ _ 30 1 3 36 - - - • — Croydon
1 _ 36 1 7 44 - - - . - Ealing
_ _ 41 4 1 46 - - - - Enfield
_ _ 31 - 12 43 — — — •. — Haringey
_ _ 27 1 - 28 - - - - Harrow
2 _ 28 3 1 32 - . - - - Havering
_ 31 - - 31 • — - - - Hillingdon
_ _ . 29 1 3 33 -. - — — • Hounslow
_ _ 2 0 2 2 2 ■ - - - - Hi ng *ton-upon-Themes
Herton
_ ■ _ 20 2 1 23 •• • • ae ee Newham
_ _ 29 2 - 31 - - - - * Redbridge
■ _ _ 32 - - 32 - - • - - R1c hmond-upon-Thames
. _ _ 21 _ - 21 - - - — Sutton
- - 31. 6 2 39 - - ' ■- Wa1tham Forest
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
GREATER MANCHESTER
.. _ 43 4 - 49 - • *' ee . ** ** Bolton
_ _ 23 2 3 30 - - - - Bury
• e • • 103 24 - 129 - - - - Manchester
- - 42 3 6 33 - - - . - Oldham
_ - 33 3 8 44 - - — - Rochdale
- _ 46 6 1 33 ■ - - - ■ - Salford
— _ 30 1 2 33 - - - ' - St ock port
- - 38 12 3 33 - - - - Temeside
- - 33 - 3 40 — - - -. Trafford
- - 43 7 3 33 . . * ” - Wigan
MERSEYSIDE
_ - 28 7 - 33 - . - - * Knowsley. - - 111 IS - 126 — — — Liverpool
8 - 34 2 1 37 - - ' - - St Helens
- - 44 - - 44 - — - • - Sefton
- - • a • • • e • • 41 2 - 43 Wirral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
- - 43 4 3 30 - ■ - - - Barnsley
- - 33 2 8 63 - - — - Doncaster
- - 40 3 3 48 - - - - Rotherham
" “ 83 6 13 104 - - ** - Sheffield
TYNE ANO WEAR
2 - 32 1 4 37 - - - - . Gateshead
- - 48 12 - 60 - ‘ ' - - - Newcast1e-upon-Tyne
- - 32 4 6 42 - ■ - - North Tyneside
- - 23 4 6 35 • - - - South Tyneside
- - 47 28 - 73 “ - Sunderland
WEST MIDLANDS
- - 89 14 12 US - - — — Birmingham
- . - 32 1 2 33 - 2 . - 2 Coventry
- - 27 2 7 36 - - - - Dudley
- - 48 - 6 54 - - . — — Sandwel1
- - 32 1 3 36 - - - - Solihull
- - 39 - 1 40 - - - - Walsall
- - 40 6 3 31 - ■ * Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
- - 6 8 4 1 73 - - - Bradford
- - 39 - - 39 - - - • - Calderdale
- - 64 2 - 66 - - - Kirk lees
- - 76 3 2 2 103 - - - - Leeds
- - 56 - 9 65 - - - - Wakefield
IIMU I L. V/ULLt'
Local Authority
LOCAL AUTHORITY STAFF EMPLOYED AT 31.3.84 EXPENDITURE
Drivers
164> (65)
Orivers/
166)
Other
manual
167)
Vehicle
main­
tenance
(68)
Technical
&
administ­
rative
168)
Total
170)
Contract-
ora'
manual
aea
171)
Employ eea 
(72)
Premises/
depots
(73)
Provision
of
disposable
sacks
(74)
Provision
of
dustbins
(76)
M.a. l.t.a. f.t.e. f.t.a. f.t.a. Me. f.t.e. f.t.e. C C - £ £
24 41 - - 13 4 82 : - 767. 343 332. 1 IB 1.400 3.939
84 160 40 13 16 313 _ 2. 468. 113 238. 187 33. 379
29 83 - - 9 10 133 - 1.383. 023 68.227 122. 669 “
73 116 4 10 13 216 — 2. 242. 410 74. 117 - “
_ 71 2 0 - 13 11 117 - 1.073. 827 248. 432 27.673 330
_ 141 47 - 11 8 207 - 1, 304. 738 70. 771 4. 740 38. 977
_ 47 34 - 20 18 121 18 1.366.743 402. 761 72. 347 39. 137
64 128 - 2 0 2 0 232 — 2. 263. 311 402. 237 67.400 “
39 73 - - 6 8 142 - 1. 332. 776 163. 13? - 1.981
76 266 -  . - 16 10 368 - 2. 743. 023 173. 127 111.308 —
27 130 - - 7 10 174 - 1.287. 461 176. 303 - ~
•• «a • « •« •• 8 a 133 148. B07 43. 202 - 63. 338
60 221 36 3 34 2 0 376 ~ 4. 373. 073 306.267 22.838 922
17 64 a 2 1 72 _ 703.340 18.828 80. 432 -
40 148 28 4 aa 13 233 - 2. 268. 134 37. 882 31.624 1. 383
24 68 12 - — 7 113 - 1. 314. 810 83, 738 17. 373 9. 101
36 166 - 9 8 237 - 2. 133. 167 87. 360 7. 883 13. 333
38 161 6 - 7 7 ■ 217 — 1.781.763 77. 734 8 . 484 “
39 142 -  . 2 6 13 218 - 1. 833. 667 36, 086 21.400
2 118 64 2 4 13 203 - 1.833.003 218. 460 227. 334 31.237
20 116 13 3 10 6 168 - 1. 431. 806 102. 117 - —
3 83 34 ■ - 17 13 136 - 1. 312. 473 73 136. 773 34
22 114 _ - 8 10 134 ■ - 1. 674. 403 33.610 27. 388
88 2 2 13 4 3 132 - 1.277.236 62. 730 237. 320 -
_ 104 23 - 3 7 137 - 1. 380.317 7. 344 4. 422 11.636
_ 37 26 _ 3 2 72 - 763.773 13. 706 203. 312 12. 073
17 64 6 - 2 ■ 7 76 - 831. 103 17. 37? 26. 852
21 67 _ 4 8 8 no aa - I. 326. 113 13.763 - -
72 26 - 3 10 133 - 1. 206. 403 134.370 14. 747 -
23 76 12 -  ■ 2 6 121 — 1. 2 0 0. 138 aa - —
13 32 - - 2 4 73 - 832. 136 53. 700 78. 123
3 73 23 6 10 117 1. 373. 027 33. 201
36 137 8 6 187 aa 1. 373. 084 31. 217 82. 027
_
67 aa aa 2 67 - 623. 388 12. 443 2 .8 6 8 33.777
_ 227 77 7 38 20 373 - 3. 806. 311 361. 103 237. 381 37, 307
44 103 3 - 10 11 173 - 1, 446. 703 34.621 114. 720 31.238
77 42 _ - - 137 - 1.087. 330 33. 048 183. 680 “
_ 120 4B - 13 14 177 - 1. 264. 633 143. 603 176. 347 1 1 . 600
_ 73 33 _ 8 12 146 - 1. 063. 670 3. 100 200. 763 44. 702
48 122 2 3 10 187 - 1. 303. 607 44. 703 203. 370 6. 024
107 42 - 3 6 162 - 1. 134. 602 68.071 137.081 12.810
37 177 27 - 10 2 0 273 . “ 1. 872. 120 8 8. 138 1. 107
36 116 _ 2 7 163 _ 720.013 2 1. 771 3 1.809
92 367 - - 70 39 366 - 4. 481. 731 177. 300 76. 332 -
30 t i e - - 3 13 166 - 1. 476. 177 32. 620 116. 673 10. 943
21 77 - - 16 3 141 - 1. 637. 264 84.438 143. 343 -
aa aa aa •a •a 6 6 168 673, 778 1. 742 731 2 . 196
38 142 7 13 4 6 2 1 2 _ 1. 483.277 70, 710 37. 134 _
- 147 60 2 7 10 226 - 1.732.317 33. 134 233, 73? 27. 913
37 148 2 - 7 7 201 -  •. 1.477.726 17,730 2. 361 37. 108
- 331 112 ~ 23 57 347 4.646.752 236. 121 66.812 149.453
27 108 3 aa aa 140 1.234.716 14. 473 17. 408 16. 368
43 134 - - . 14 4 213 - 1.777.234 127.823 13. 121 -
24 78 10 - 6 - 138 - 1,213.471 13.746 30.716 13.733
26 73 6 - - 8 133 - 737. 772 40. 242 26.877 -
37 144 12 - 14 10 217 - 1.803.056 123. 723 65. 377 23. 333
147 174 43 63 431 4. 681. 250 271.670 822. 548 62. 792
27 116 - 2 10 10 167 2 1.377.308 6 6. 440 1B7. 061 -
_ 70 27 - 3 13 137 - 1,276.333 77.671 187. 863 20. 846
47 167 - 4 6 12 240 - 1. 783. 117 76.431 - 32,830
42 36 17 - - 8 103 - 1. 033. 877 42. 346 176. 270 -
42 127 - - 4 7 184 - 1.473.863 64.431 4. 500 44, 138
“ 122 42 4 3 IB 171 1. 600. 770 87.271 14.322 30. 289
77 214 3 _ 12 27 337 _ 2. 460. 237 80. SOI 204.335 _
32 117 - - 7 12 170 - 1. 227, 767 46. 178 28. 267 1 2. 116
23 143 33 - 16 23 242 . - 2. 076. 262 14. 574 223.413 2 2. 760
76 287 12 - 30 28 433 2.422.713 207. 708 618. 863 36. 349
47 141 - - 7 23 2 2 2 - 1.7BB, 713 81.811 67. 484 32. 384
LONDON BOROUGHS
City of London
INNER
Ciadin
Greenwich
Hackney
HamaarsMith l< Fulhaai 
Islinyton
Kensington t Chaltaa
Lambath
Lewishaia
Southwark
Towar Kaailata
Wandsworth
Westainster
OUTER
Barking ti Daganhaa
Barnat
Baalay
Brant
Broaley
Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Haringay
Harrow
Havaring
Hillingdon
Hounslow
Kingston-upon-Thaaes
Marton
Newham
Radbridga
Richmond-upon-Thames 
Sut ton
Waltham Foraat
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
CREATER MANCHESTER
Sol ton
Bury
Manchaitar 
0 1dham 
Rochdala 
Salford 
Stockport 
Tamesi da 
Trafford 
Hlgan
MERSEYSIDE 
Knowsley 
Livarpool 
St Hal ana 
Safton 
Wlrral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
Barnalay
Doncaatar
Rotherham
Shaffialtf
TYNE AND WEAR 
Cataahaad
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
North Tynaaida 
South Tynaaida 
Sundarland
WE5T MIDLANDS
Biraiinghaai
Coventry
Dudlay
Sandwall
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Calderdala
Kirkltaa
Laads
Wakcfiald
1983-84 ACTUALS JZ_t>
EXPENDITURE
Transport 
& moveable 
plant
(76)
Establishment
expenses
(771
Other
running
expenses
(781
AGENCY SERVICES
Gross
Expenditure
(811
COLLECTION SERVICES
niha,
local
authorities
(791
Contractors
(801
Commercial
waste
(821
Sully
household
waste
(B3|
Other
(84)
C C C C £ C C C C
314.974 128. 0 0 2 193 - - 1. 732. 171 232. 712--— ----- H -
1. 027. 087 36.013 19.022 22. 729 3.904. 336 208. 633 14. 213 66.423
696.943 264. 921 42. 063 • - 2. 377. 848 90. 411 - 43. 727
1.331.317 41. 890 84.331 - 2 . 862 3. 777. 127 141. 320 - 104.801
393. 223 130. 672 12. 766 - 76.430 1. 983. 387 403. 770 2. 847 418
073. 696 241.068 48. 343 - 3. 342 2. 806.077 392.098 108. 892 3. 068
273. 963 35.809 29, 793 1.062 213. 244 2. 457. 283 769. 367 - 91.246
1. 231. 919 348. 427 79. 339 - - 4. 392. 833 444. 873-- -
708. 669 142.628 17. 131 - 2. 169 2. 370. 733 163. 306 - 33. 678
1. 917. 438 3. 080 13.883 3? - 3. 186.000 433.637 — 6 8. 239
793.802 323. 020 33. 770 - 1.144 2. 661. 300 170.069 28. 128
10.704 289. 384 33. 750 - 1.872.843 2. 486. 430 29. 663 6 . 123 271. 169
1, 084. 360 374. 660 228, 063 6. 791.823 241.388 — 269. 732
236. 441 103. 769 67. 438 _ 17. 469 1. 431. 737 6 6. 734 13. 448 _
780. 106 9. 843 113. 210 ■ - - 3*242.404 183,402 - 131. 404
384. 321 219. 008 24. 719 221 - 2.033. 713 119. 308 4,363 11. 416
379. 964 204.632 89. 862 - - 3. 120. 447 247. 43B 292. 222
416. 110 233. 679 7. 492 - — 2. 747. 462 272. 918 17. 890 46.096
748. 286 96.834 69. 209 - - 2. 627. 304 318. 640 3. 937 49. 333
619. 164 39. 303 36. 824 92 27.847 3. 033. 706 272. 219 4. 898 2 . 680
344.937 428. 032 37. 639 - 7.220 2. 391.791 184. 909 11.310 34.291
639.036 223. 609 29. 809 - - 2. 341. 833 208. 304 - 4. 906
393. 400 166. 276 29. 978 333 10.898 2. 342. 400 117. 390 23. 314 3IB
301.337 269.439 11. 98B - - 2. 362. 070 240. 302 2.026 3. 481
330.360 49. 384 41 - - . 803. 706 246. 713 - 21. 449
428. 194 32. 301 2 2. 311 700 - . 679. 200 293.213 - 21. 469
273. 302 133. 334 16. 307 - 1. 330. 677 168. 319 17.899 -
306. 143 174.720 76. 039 7.609 2.104.471 63. 344 - _ 196
464. 069 2. 743 2. 938 - - .823.270 164. 469 13.239 7. 373
349. 184 - 33. 998 - - 1. 383. 340 161. 194 — 461
106.338 47. 339 24. 641 - - :. 164. 277 4B. 303 4.230 -
646. 022 71. 961 16. 603 ' 3.783 . 166.603 274. 916 4. 167 13.449
337. 301 36. 992 10. 886 26.433 2 , 137.964 94. 067 3. 214 48. 393
688.636 134.393 23. 738 - - 1. 341. 449 79.232 13. 439 48. 739
1. 193. 790 737, 948 1 01. 386 - - 6 . 337. 628 368. 403 2. 124 -
831. 367 17. 427 72. 687 - - 2 . 388. 983 108. 331 . - 94. 413
342, 316 2 0 2. 862 14, 309 - - 1. 863. 943 96. 933 _ _
346. 361 143. 110 13. 269 - - 2 . 323. 323 199.830 13. 361 9.014
493. 980 93. 904 13. 300 - - 1.920.041 223. 233 14. 977 41.729
389. 164 1 2 2. 133 30. 413 - - 2. 319.436 173. 639 41. 603 34. 102
419. 784 321. 693 9. 330 - - 2 . 123. 373 143. 233 1. 312 6. 0 0 2
639.264 306. 937 67. 333 - 2, 974, 941. 109. 383 179. 323
284. 000 162. 712 1. 140 1. 391. 670 23. 092 3.490
2 267. 338 703.637 39. 827 - - ;.788.803 360. 394 - 182. 186
474.384 124. 032 10. 882 - - . 263. 733 103. 603 - 36. 130
639. 230 122. 607 11. 139 - - . 638. 083 191. 311 3.264 -
233. 683 77, 446 44. 036 - 1. 184* 316 ;. 238. I 30 41.874 “ 192. 612
369,848 173. 163 26. 732 2 . 362. 8 86 103.863 2. 340 12. 579
360. 986 133. HI 14. 827 48.633 . - 2 . 80S. 102 201. 931 — 7. 641
36Q, 063 164. 374 3. 220 27. 068 2. 120. 252 183. 623 35.624 358
1.188. 380 248. 130 39. 133 6. 393. 003 330. 223 26. 434 “
402.093 142. 397 6 . 460 33.230 1. 869. 587 147. BB1 BOB 18. 332
383. 324 193. 932 93. 683 - 2 ,797. 121 382.744 _ 90, 621
468,747 230. 238 1.097 - 1.823 1. 993. 813 B6.076 _ 13. 310
460. 181 63. 521 19. 960 - - 1. 550. 573 127.396 _ 16. 742
357. 311 1. 713 18.780 ■ “ 2 393. 897 262. 667 6 8. 393 28.873
1.147. 137 313. 828 8 6. 339 3.980 7.411. 372 900. 822 3.040
495.687 277, 497 61. 9B2 - 31. 764 2 719. 819 309. 656 20.264 13. 199
377. 392 7.313 32. 308 - - 1.981.948 130.038 3.393 8 . 366
820. 426 3.382 13. 119 - - 2 931. 323 306. 397 26. 929 41,762
498. 444 80.741 30. 390 - - 1 862. 310 127. 703 1.469 3.096
287.466 78.26B 27. 723 — - 1 980. 431 140. 173 _
463.909 73.722 72.309 2 348. 392 • 180.397 2. 786 37.711
833, 437 212. 484 81. 794 1.219 3 894. 027 289. 129 46. 196 11.034
394.873 96. 423 29. 316 - - 1 837. 164 63. 438 _ 2 . 130
920. 083 124.412 ' 46.03.5 161.997 - 3 3B9. 760 588. 918 8 . 680 140.277
1.331.034 1 808.014 297.781 - - 6 742.664 830, 919 117. 008 173. Ill
729. 73B 378.246 38.933 93.234 399 3 231. 366 476.942 10.108 14, 374
Local Authority
LONDON BOROUCHS
City of London
INNER
Camden
Oraanwich
Hactney
Hanaanalth It Fulhaai 
Islington
Kaniington It Chelsea
Lambeth
Lewisham
Southwark
Towar Haailat*
Wandtworth 
Uestminster
OUTER
Barling li Oaganhaa
Oarnat
Bailey
Brant
Browlay
Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Haringay
Harrow
Havaring
Hillingdon
Hounslow
Kingston-upon-Thaaes
tier t on
Niuhja
Radbridga
Richmond-upon-Thaaas 
Sutton
Ualtham Forest
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
GREATER MANCHESTER
Bolton
Bury
Manchester
Oldham
Rochdale
Salford
Stoclport
Tameside
Trafford
U ig a n
MERSEYSIDE 
Hnowsley 
Liverpool 
St He 1 ana 
Setton 
Hlrral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
Barnsley
D o n c a s te r
Rotherham
Sheffield
TYNE AND HEAR 
Cateshead
Newcast1a-upon-Tyna 
North Tyneside 
South Tyneside 
Sunderland
NEST MIDLANDS
Birainghaa
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwall
Solihull
Hal sal 1
Molvarhaapton
WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Caldcrdala
Kirilees
Leeds
Uatefield
327 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
INCOME
SALES OF RECLAIMEO WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM 
OTHER AUTHORITIES
Paper
Abandoned
Vehicles Glass Oil
Ferrous
Metals
Non-
Ferrous
Metals Other
Waste
Oisposal
Authority
Other
local
authorities
Total
Income
Total
Net
Expenditure
Local Authority (851 (861 (87| (681 (69) (901 (911 (921 (931 (94) (951
LONDON BOROUGHS
City of London
INNER
Camden
Ortonwich
Hackney
Hammersmith t Fulham 
Islington
Kensington I Chelsea
Lambeth
Lewisham
Southwark 
Tower Hamlets 
Wandsworth 
Uestminster
OUTER
Barbing t> Dagenham
Barnet
Beiley
Brent
Bromley
Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Haringey
Harrow
Havering
Hi 11ingdon
Hounslow
Hingston-upon-Thames
Merton
Newham
Redbridge
R1chmond-upon-Thames 
Sutton
Ualtham Forest
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS
232.739 1.319.412
3.423 10. SOI
3.243
1.402 3.0B1
3. 249
2. 304
363
76 
3. 387
2. 332 
93. 314
7. 912 
160
1.307
3.442 23.468
7. 100 1.489
1.044
622
36.768 8.170
1I.060 
6 . 339 
-368 
12. 693 
3. 023
60
774 29.234
2 . 180 
674
700
147
238. 437 
130.374 
12. 147 020 
3.312 
71.390 
361. 132 
6. 193
36. 803 
73.830
18. 238 
34.727 
221.239
37.282
7. 310 
88. 000 
21.234 
1 12. 060 
33. 393
8 . 337 
26. 947 
8 . 363
3. 204
734
32. 383 30
13.000
289. 293 
417. 639 
379.938 
419. 182 
710. 320 
866.879 
316.263 
383. 399 
330. 089 
230.780 
363. 008 
674. 844
127.80S 
397. 742
336. 328 
347.933
337. 084 
412.999 
309.242 
249,441 
301.210 
180. 694 
438. 663 
304. 138 
332.273 
191. 922
128. 643 
2 1 2. 028 
200. 248 
34. 933 
331. 912
3.613.261 
2. 160. 189 
3.397. 189
1. 366.203
2, 093. 337
1. 390. 404 
4.076. 370 
1.983.334 
4.633.911 
2.410. 720
2. 1 2 2. 622 
6 . 116.981
1,303.929 
2. 844. 662 
1.699. 103 
2. 372. 492 
2. 410.378 
2. 414, 303 
2. 746. 464 
2. 342. 330 
2. 240. 643 
2. 161. 794 
1. 903. 403 
1. 499-. 348 
1.346. 927 
1. 146. 733
1. 973. 828 
1. 613. 242 
1.383.092 
1. 109. 342 
1.834.691
CREATER MANCHESTER
Bolton
Bury
Manchester
Oldham
Rochdale
Salford
Stockport
Tames ide
Trafford
Uigan
MERSEYSIDE 
Knowsley 
Liverpool 
8 t Helens 
Sefton 
Wlrral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE 
Barns ley 
Doncaster 
Rotherham 
Sheffield
TYNE AND WEAR 
Cateshead
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
North Tyneside 
South Tyneside 
Sunderland
WEST MIDLANDS
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwell
Solihull
Ualsall
Wolverhampton
UEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Caldrrdalc
Kirk1ees
Leeds
Wakefield
1.790 662
40 102
92. 304 3. 992
8 . 108 
710 
3. 828 
8 . 203 
623
2. 317 
0. 131
3. 484
264 4.043
121
4.032
766 
3. 364
142
710 
2. 723
33 - 16.310
8 . 383 3. 409
- 13.049 72
3. 129
276 3. 196
4,781 
4. 181
99.317 193.060
10 .000
13.000 
77. 800 
60. 0 0 0
73.000
163. 907 
142. 338 
673.333 
210.967 
98. 112 
222. 403 
284,476 
284. 469 
134.231 
290. 175
26. 3B2 
742. 780 
161.733 
196.773 
239. 387
1. 791. 977
1. 399. Ill 
3. 864. 293
2. 378.016
1. 767, 833
2. 102.920
1, 633. 363
2. 034. 967
1. 971. 322
2. 684. 766
1.363.080 
7.046, 023 
2. 104. 018 
2.461.308 
1.998. 763
118.982 2.243.904
,078 210.791 2.394.311
219.717 1.900.333
- 360.709 6.234.296
167.221 
474. 180 
105. 170 
143.614 
366. 026
1.212.604 
366.911 
192. 118 
438.217 
194.270 
213. 173 
224.831
331.831 
70. 349 
742.056 
- 1. 121.038 
301.463
1. 702. 366
2. 322. 941 
1.890.645 
1. 404. 961 
2.029.871
6 . 198.968 
2. 352. 90S
1. 789. 830
2. 493. 108 
1.668.240 
1.765. 258 
2. 123. 741
3. 542. 176 
1.766.815 
2. 847.704 
3.621.626 
2. 729. 901
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 
ON REPLACEMENT VEHICLES
COSTS OF COLLECTION
COST PER TONNE
ndVeiiiid
(961 (97)
Repairs & 
Renewals
riinu
(98) (99)
Gfuii
(1001 (101)
Net coitper 
domestic
horouiiBmeni
(102)
Net cost per 
head of 
population 
(103)
Waste 
collected 
per 
head of 
population
(1041 Local Authority
C'OOO C'OOO C'OOO C'OOO c c C C *>g
LONDON BOROUCHS
- 63 •- - 33. 31 29. 03 317. 69 276. 26 9. 308
City of London 
INNER
. s e a 43. 38 40. 17 46. 24 2 0. 60 313 Caidrn
_ _ 372 38. 60 32. 34 23. 43 10. 0 0 309 Greenwich
92 _ 21 47. 27 42. 32 43. 41 10. 2 0 428 Hackney
• 28. 23 22. 27 23. 92 10.42 468 Hammersmith It Fulkaa
.. 178 34. 03 23. 43 30. 56 1 2 .8 8 307 Islington
_ 3 - _ 33. 81 2 1. 88 2 2. 16 1 1. 86 342 Kensington 6 Chelsea
.. 29 _ 411 43.01 38. 17 38. 97 16.64 436 Lambeth
... 671 37. 23 28. 73 2 0. 63 8 . 36 278 Lewisham
_ • — 33. 93 48. 42 48. 96 2 1. 62 446 Southwark
_ - _ 34. 20 31. 63 39. 44 16. 74 340 Tower Hamlets
. _ - 29. 60 23. 27 20. 24 0 . 21 323 Wandsworth
“ — 478
"
34. 99 31. 39 63. 44 33. 23 1.034 Westminster
OUTER
63 ■ _ - 36. 73 34. 08 22. 40 8. 69 260 Barking It Dagenham
360 «■ -  ' 33. 48 31. 13 23. 43 9. 66 310 Barnet
.. - — 43 33. 66 29. 48 20. 64 7. 80 263 Besley
- 130 30. 89 23. 46 27. 30 10. 13 398 Brent
870 - 33. 03 28. 98 20. 73 8 . 06 278 Bromley
_ 146 - 28. 79 24. 39 20. 09 7. 33 306 Croydon
_ _ - 34. 16 30. 71 26. 16 9. 67 313 Ealing
_ 248 - 29. 30 26. 74 23. 63 8 . 90 333 Enfield
4 • 36. 23 31.93 27. 22 10. 93 343 Haringey
„ • 47. 79 44. 20 28. 89 1 0. 84 246 Harrow
_ 32 - 34. 20 27. 56 2 1. 60 7. 92 287 Havering
.. _ 34. 01 28. 28 17. 33 6.40 226 Hi 11ingdon
* _ * 223 27. 03 21. 76 17. 37 6 . 70 309 Hounslow
- . “ 138 “ 29. 20 23. 01 21. 34 8 . 38 343 Kingston-upon-Thames ■ Merton ,
14 - - 26. 13 24. 33 24. 68 9; 40 383 Newham
_ • 177 26. 44 23. 37 10. 79 7. 11 304 Redbridge
.. _ 171 - 27. 98 24. 44 20. 13 8. 61 332 Richmond-upon-Thames
_ . - 24. 39 23. 24 16. 73 6 . 34 281 Sutton
'
70 31. 47 26. 64 21.71 0. 53 319 Waltham Forest 
METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS 
CREATER MANCHESTER
_ 176 22. 37 20 73 19. 97 7. 61 369 Bolton
_ • 474 23. 70 21.39 2 0. 86 0 .0 0 371 Bury
_ - 383 • • • • 33. 40 1 2. 82 • • Manchester
- 26 9 192 36. 73 33. 76 27. 47 10. 77 319 Oldham
108 31.82 30. 13 22. 23 8 . 57 284 Rochdale
- _ 217 - 23. 31 23. 07 2 2. 23 0. 38 372 Sal ford
_ _ 170 18. 48 13. 74 14 67 5. 6 6 360 Stockport
• _ 16 33 23. 91 20. 98 24. 13 9. 41 448 Tameside
•» - - 48.31 44. 81 23. 43 9. 01 201 Trafford
"
1
'
83 ee ee 22 99 8 . 71 • • Wi gan
MERSEYSIDE
193 _ 33. 63 33 00 23. 43 7. 99 242 Knowsley
.. _ 44. 89 40. 61 36 61 14. 02 345 Liverpool
_ 31. 98 29. 70 30. 42 It. 12 374 St Helens
_ .. • - J • 31. 64 29. 30 22. 34 8 . 21 280 Sefton
“ “ ** * 23. 43 20. 92 13 20 3 90 282 Wirral
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
_ - 264 2 0. 36 19. S3 26 24 9 98 311 Barns ley
199 27. 61 23. 31 24. 00 8 . 93 344 Done as ter
_  . _
. 163 22. 72 20. 34 2 0. 13 7. 31 364 Rotherham
“ 338 —
"
37. 62 33. 36 29. 29 11. 49 323 Sheffield 
TYNE AND WEAR
_ 31 _ 27. 16 24 69 2 0. 11 0 . JO 321 Cateshead
_ * 20 27. 76 2 2. 88 20. 23 8 . 26 346 Newcastle-upon-Tyne
■ _ _ 13S 28. 31 26. 82 23 47 9. 70 362 North Tyneside
_ _ _ 249 2 1. 61 19. 58 22. 33 8 . 81 430 South Tyneside
~ * 63 22. 93 19.45 17. 93 6 . 70 349 Sunderland 
WEST MIDLANDS
_ 972 _ _ 27. 74 23. 20 16. 47 6 . 12 264 Birmingham
103 - 33. 27 28. 70 20. 04 7. 45 259 Coventry
_  • - _  • 124 28. 73 25. 94 15. 69 5. 95 229 Dudley
211 - 33. 92 28. 66 21.33 8 . 11 283 Sandwell
_ - 38. 67 34. 64 23. 14 8. 33 241 Solihull
*  ■ - 93 28. 81 25. 68 IB. 37 6. 65 259 Walsall
“
" '
42 30. 35 27. 62 2 2. 31 B. 32 301 Wolverhampton
WEST YORKSHIRE
- 263 - 36. 32 33. 22 2 0. 38 7. 64 230 Bradford
_ _  . 21 - 36. 89 33. 48 22. 99 9.20 259 Calderdale
■ „■ 203 30. 35 23 94 19. 43 7. 55 297 Kirk lees
• _ - _ 160 34. 24 2 8. 55 20  13 7 ..8 7 2 7 6 Leeds
129 2 8. S3 2 3 . 97 22. 99 8 . 75 3 5 2 Wakefield
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
POPULATION & AREA NUMBER OF HEREDITAMENTS
WASTE COLLE 
- BY WEIGt
CTED
IT
% OF TOTAL 
WASTE COLLECTED 
BY CONTRACTORS
Local Authority
Pnmj|*!*00 
at 
30.6 83
ID
Area
12)
Density
of
population
at
30.6.83
(3)
Domestic
14)
Commercial
15)
Industrial
16)
Other
17)
Total 
weight 
of all 
waste 
(8)
Actual 
or est­
imated 
weight 
of all 
waste
(9)
Est­
imated
%
of waste 
weighed
110)
Routine 
collect­
ions 
• 111
Abnormal
circum­
stance*
(12)
NON-MET DISTR1CTS-ENCLAN0
AVON
8sth
'000 
S3. 0
hectares 
2. 872
per hectare 
29. 60 33. 703 . 8.838 114 704
tonnes 
22. 390 E
% %
too
%
firiitol 399. 3 10.934 36. 43 133. 069 27. 602 399 2. 237 117. 830 E 97 —
Kingsweod , 
Northavon
83. 9 4. 789 17. 94 31. 338 3. 300 120 304 19.304 A 100 *•
1 21. 6 46. 131 2 . 63 42.063 6 . 301 113 717 40. 000 ' E 1
11
■■
Wansdyke 77. 3 32. 333 2. 40 28. 763 3. 139 133 739 24. 960 ' E —
Uoodipring 166. 6 37.468 4. 43 63. 713 10.296 238 1.303 32. 100 E 72
BEDFORDSHIRE .
Luton 163. 6 4. 330 38 24 39.212 13. 604 628 329 33. 300 E —
Hid Bedfordshire 103. 8 30.331 2. 10 37. 373 7. 331 283 774 33, 000 E 40 35
North Bedfordshire 132. 3 47. 376 2. 79 49. 178 9.368 239 993 43, 000 A “
South Bedfordshire • 109. 0 21.203 3. 14 38. 962 8 . 761 232 338 40.000 E
BERKSHIRE
Bracknell 8 8. 2 10. 941 8. 06 31.838 11.213 121 362 17. 630 A 100 •• -
Newbury 1 2 2. 3 70.487 1. 74 44.998 8 . 714 181 1.076 32. 300 A 100 ~ *•
Reading 138. 3 4. 044 34. 23 49, 433 10.938 237 722 30.374 A 100 1
Slough 98. 6 2, 737 33. 76 34. 461 9. 937 479 433 22. 204 A 100 •
Windsor t> Maidenhead 134. 7 19. 770 6. 81 49. 761 10. 723 260 948 33. 800 A too — ** .
Wokingham 124. 4 17.892 6. 93 42. 161 3.293 131 384 37.268 A 8 6
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 
Aylesbury Valt 134. 7 90. 361 1. 49 48. 339 8.024 183 1. 126 36. 300 A 100 - -
Chiltarn 91. 4 2 0. 113 4. 34 33. 402 3. 172 208 368 26. 308 A 100 100
Hilton Ktynaa 138. 0 31.044 4. 43 31. 806 9. 443 361 873 29. 400 A “ 100
South Bucka 60. 4 14.392 4. 20 22. 767 4. 831 103 433 18. 034 A 100 —
Uycomba 133. 6 32. 368 4. 81 33. 184 8.293 718 880 42. 100 E
CAMBRIDGESHIRE .
Cambridge 100. 4 4. 071 24. 66 37.241 8 . 137 119 1.036 30.300 E 63 *■
East Cambridgeshire 34. 3 63. 300 0. 83 21. 631 3. 274 100 612 16. 230 E • a
Fanland 6 8. 0 33. 182 1. 23 27. 063 3. 870 126 333 27. 300 E 3 B
Huntingdon 127. 8 92. 431 1. 38 46. 836 B. 230 233 1. 042 44.000 E “ —
Patarborough
1 1 2. 0 90. 330 1.24 40. 424 3.004 243 882 31. 309 E 2 2 - -
CHESHIRE
Chastar 113. 0 44.803 2. 37 43.944 3.892 87 1. 122 33. 0 0 0 E _ -
Conglaton 81. 4 21. 117 3. 83 29. 980 3. 468 213 346 23. 000 ■ E “ - *
Crewe l< Nantwich 97. 3 43.071 2 . 26 3B. 376 4. 113 146 769 29. 980 E 73
Ellasmara Port l> Naston 
Halton 1 2 2. 6 7. 390 16. 39 44.442 6. 30B 272 617 32. 679 A 100 - -
Macclesfield 148. 3 32. 328 2. 83 38.017 8 . 473 383 1.092 31. 0 0 0 E — “
Vala Royal 
Warring ton 174. 2 17. 613 9. 89 64.637 6 . 364 400 844 30. 0 0 0 A 100 - -
CLEVELAND 
HartIspool 93. 4 9. 428 9. 91 34. 663 4. 379 229 580 30. 030 E 71
_ -
Langbaurgh 149 4 24. 033 6 . 22 33. 923 6 . 827 129 i. 132 46. 210 E 78
Middlesbrough 148 6 3, 394 27. 33 33. 719 3. 833 139 711 80. 274 E 83 ~ •
Stockton-on-Tea» 173. 4 19. 678 8 . 81 64. 196 7.073 289 862 49. 848 E 78
CORNWALL
Caradon 69. 3 6 6. 407 1.04 28. 833 4. 763 106 826 33. 930 E -
Carrick 
Karr i ar 84. 9 47. 312 1. 79 33.408 3. 140 214 723 23. 300 E - - -
North Cornwall 6 6. 1 119. 320 0 . 33 28.339 3.282 173 978 19. 127 E
Panwith 33. 9 30. 322 1. 78 24. 373 3. 103 144 722 24. 330 E — •
Rastoraial 79. 3 43. 160 1. 76 31. 068 3. 391 160 978 36. 400 E
CUMBRIA
Al lardala 93. 4 123.729 0. 76 37. 412 3.931 173 1. 133 34. 000 E SO **
Barrow-in-Furness 73. 9 7.699 9. 60 28. 473 3. 872 72 398 21. 300 E “ **
Carlisle 101. 2 102. 989 0. 98 39. 290 4.762 93 909 23. 033 E 71
Copeland 72. 3 73.732 0. 98 26.831 3.284 8 8 671 26. 920 ■ E “ •*
Edan 43. 6 213. 814 0 20 17. 364 2.819 96 1.064 IS. 141 E 2 • —
South Lakeland 96. 4 133.066 0. 62 39. 603 8 . 003 174 1.930 34, 000 E
DERBYSHIRE 
Amber Valley 109. 1 26. 338 4. It 43. IBS 4. 938 380 683 44. 247 A 100 -
Bo 1sovar 70. 9 16.033 4. 42 27.244 3.345 148 461 31.066 ■ E 5 *-
Chesterfield 96. 9 6 . 382 14. 72 38. 878 3. 337 263 324 29. 200 E • • *• •
Darby 214. 9 7.803 27. 34 83.312 9.244 324 1.086 33. 0 2 2 A 100 “ **
Erawash 103. 3 10.908 9. 49 40.286 4.678 339 313 27, 000 E 70 .
High Peak 82. 1 34.079 1. 32 31.236 3. 346 300 778 23. 103 A 100
North East Derbyshire 97. 3 27. 693 3. 31 36. 834 4.238 228 363 41. 300 E — ** *■
South Derbyshire 6 8. 8 33. 924 2. 03 23. 423 2.634 141 613 19. 750 E —
Watt Derbyshire 67. 6 79.348 0 . 83 26.037 3.904 302 1.023 32.259 E
WASTE COLLECTED 
-  BY TYPE
House­
hold
waste
Com­
mercial
waste
Indust­
rial
waste
(15)
WASTE COLLECTED 
-  BY METHOD OF STORAGE
Contained
In
dustbins
dispos­
able
sacks
Contained 
in bulk 
storage . 
containers
(181
Other
(191
METHODS OF COLLECTION
HOUSEHOLD WASTE
Backdoor
collect
&
return
(201
Kerbside
(211
Other
collect
&
return
(221
Skep
(231
Other
normal
methods
(24)
Special
collections
(251 Local Authority
B8
BB
B7
79
01
90
93
92 
B9
93 
B3 
73
% % % % % %
•30 SO 73 3 20
ee ee ee ee ee ee
66 7 7 33 30 7
9 3 3 - . 67 30 3
94 6 - 69 1 10
BB 10 2 63 3 32
63 13 2 63 10 20
92 0 - 100 -
8 2 18 - 76 12
96 4 — --- 1 - 90 2
98 2 _ _ 90 _
9 0 2 - 30 63 3
63 13 - 90 ■ - 10
80 13 3 - 60 20
73 13 10 63 20 10
9 0 >0 - 60 32 0
6 0 2 0 _ _ 93 3
BO 13 7 37 43 18
100 - . — - 99 1
80 2 0 — 2 83 13
8 7 13 " 67 13
70 2 3 3 44 22 20
90 10 — 3 63 -
B7 12 1 - 73 10
94 6 - - 100 -
13
1310
1212
1321
19
10
3
B
11
7
17
27
60
69
33
69
B4
23
B7-
B2
64
22
93
73
20
60 10 10 30 30
63 12 3 76-- ■1
73 2 0 3 90 B
60 20 - 70 23
63 33 - 66 32
37
26
93
70
3
62
93
3a
70
60
90
100
100
63
3
72100
9B
49
100
99
100
33
10
14 62
to 72
13 83
- 100
a2B
23
B
20
10
12
11
100
97
93
9B
93
96
93
73
100
13 3 73
18 6 90
- - 63
- 74 23
- 31 67
10 47 43
3 100 -
6 10 90
3 60 6
3 33 63
6 90 -
90 8 2 3 93 2
94 6 - 74 1 14
63 10 3 67 1 12
60 13 3 73 - 23
66 11 3 92-- -----1 8
66 12 2 - 87 11
90 10 - 1 64 10
97 3 - 3 93 -
82 12 6 - 70 23
99
77
94
to o
90
90
99
to o
11
3
6
63
13
94
31
2 0
8
7
1
10
6
3
3
3
- - 2 0 10
- -■
P
79
-
3
2 0
2
1
6
90 - - 2
1 2 2
1
3 3
- -
17
- -
-
3
3
- - -
2
3
- - - 2 10
16
- 4
7
11
3 - - 13
2 -
-
2
13
" - ■ 2
- - - 10
12
10
e
- 13
1
10
- 100 -
- -
- 2
10
|
_ _ _
NON-MET DlSTRICTa-ENCLAND
AVON •
Bath
Bristol
Klngswood
Northevon——
Uensdyke
Woodspring
BEDFORDSHIRE
Luton
. Hid BriPertJsfclre — -
Ksrtfc Erlfct dibits 
Seat!: UMferdshire —
Er'Ri'.SMIRE 
Bracknoll —
Newbury
Reading
Slough
Windsor 6 Maidenhead 
Wokingham
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 
Aylesbury Vale 
Chiltern 
Milton Keynes 
South Bucks 
Wycombe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Huntingdon
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire
CHESHIRE
Chester
Congleton
Crewe 6 Nantwlch
Ellesmere Port 6 Neston^
Helton
Macclesfield 
Vale Royal 
Warrington
CLEVELAND
Hartlepool
Longbaurgh
Middlesbrough
Stockton-on-Tees
CORNWALL
Caradon
Carrick
Kerrler
North Cornwall
Penwith
Restormel
CUMBRIA
A1lerdale
Darrow-in-Furness
Carlisle
Copeland
Eden
South Lakeland
DERBYSHIRE
Amber Valley
Bolsover
Chesterfield
Derby
Erewash
High Peak
North East Derbyshire 
South Derbyshire 
West Derbyshire
’'331 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
Local Authority
METHODS OF COLLECTION
Collection
system
(See
Notes)
(32)
NUMB
DISPOSABLE
ER OF
SACKS USED
COMMERCIAL WASTE
Paper
(33)
Plastic
(34)
Backdoor
coiiect
&
return
1261
Kerbside
1271
Other
collect
&
return
(28)
Skep
(291
Other
normal
methods
(30)
Special
collections
(31)
% % % % % % '000 ‘000
NON-MET D19TRICT8-EN0LAN0
AVON
Bath 73 3 - - 2 0 — ee — —
Bristol as ee ee ee ee ee ■ - ee
Kingswood 93 - - - 7 - T - 10
Northavon - 60 - 36 2 2 C - 300
Uansdyke 38 - - . - 61 1 T - • 23
Uoodspring 26 4 70 . ~ - T — 700
BEDFORDSHIRE
Luton 93 - - - ■ 3 — T — 800
Mid Bedfordshire 80 2 0 - - T - 3.000
North Bedfordshire 63 3 - - - 30 - T - 4.000
South Bedfordshire 100 - - ■ - T — 3. 100
BERKSHIRE
Bracknell 73 - - — — 23 C — 2 . 036
Newbury - 100 - - - T - 2.630
Reading - 90 - 3 - 3 ■ — T — -
Slough - - - •, - 90 10 T - 2.400
Windsor k Maidenhead lOO - - - - - T - 2. 327
Wokingham 100 - - - B “ ■
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
Aylesbury Vale - 73 — - 2 0 3 T - 2. BOO
Chiltern 28 - 16 — 33 1 ee — 1.768
Milton Keynes ee ee ee ee ee ee ee - 2.930
South Bucks 100 - - - — — T - 2 . 2 0 0
Wycombe 100 - - ■ - - - T - 3. 374
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Huntingdon
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire
62
83
3813
10
to o
1.430 
2. 020 
2. 773
CHESHIRE '
Chet ter
Congleton
Crewe t Nantwich
Elliimirt Port ti Neston
Holton
Macclesfield
Vale Royal
Harrington
78
23
to o
to o
60 40
20
3. 923 
2. 400 
2. 716
1. 300
4. 880
CLEVELAND 
Hartlepool 
Langbaurgh 
Mlddlesbrough 
Stockton-on-Tees
43
100
100
100
21
832
1. 368 
216
CORNWALL 
Caradon 
Carrlck 
Kerrier
North Cornwall 
Penwi th 
Restormel
1018
74
33
B7
37
23
33
1
10
90
60100
281
866
CUMBRIA 
A1lerdale 
Barrow-In-Furn« 
Carl isle 
Copeland 
Eden
South Lakeland
60100
80
60
to o
10010
40
2. 100 
389 
32 
2. 164 
813 133
DERBYSHIRE
Amber Valley
Bolsover
Chesterfield
Derby
Erewash
High Peak
North East Derbyshire 
South Derbyshire 
West Derbyshire
t o o
42
37
60
16
80
99
100
32
60
60
40
83 120
1
3.000 
26 
38 2 
70 
2.400 
3. 000 
1. 663 
1.800
NUMBER OF 
BULK STORAGE 
CONTAINERS
PROVISION OF 
DUSTBINS/ 
SACKHOLDERS
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION PER WEEK
NORMAL HOUSEHOLO COMMERCIAL
WASTE WASTE
Charge
W ith W ithout (See Twice L e tt than Twice Le«ithan
compaction compaction Notes) Number or more Once once or more Once once
(35) (36) (37» <381 <391 <401 <411 (421 (43) <441 Local Authority
% % % % % %
NON-MET D IB TR IC T8-E N C LAN D
AVON
— 3 3 3  ■ • • - - to o — 13 73 ' 10 B a th
3 3 . 430 N - — 100 - 2 0 80 - B r i s t o l
- 2 1 3 N 3 0 - 100 - 2 7 8 - H in g tw o o d
- 13B N - - 77 1 1 >77 — N o r th a v o n
- 2 10 N - - 100 - - 10O - W a n sd y te
- 6 60 N - 100 - 8 7 2 - Woodspring
BEDFORDSHIRE
- 1. 170 F 100 - 100 - 3 7 3 - Luton
-  ■ - N - - • 100 - — - 100 - Mid Bedfordshire
- 1 .0 6 0 C 4 27 - 100 ■ - 30 7 0 - North Bedfordshire
230 c 2 0 0 “ 100 “ 1 7 7 - 8 outh Bedfordshire
BERKSHIRE
- - c •• - 100 - ■ - 100 . - Bractnell
- - c - 1 7 7 - 1 7 7 - Newbury
- 700 N 2 0 3 73 — 2 3 7 3 — Reading
- 1 .3 0 0 N - 2 78 - 8 7 2 - SIough
- 7 0 6 C 34 - 100 — 3 74 I Windsor !• Maidenhead
2 4 33 N 23 “ 100 - 1 74 3 Wokingham
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
- 6 7 7 N — — 100 - 1 7 7 - Aylesbury Vale
- 7 0 0 N - 100 — - 100 - Chi 1 tern
- — N - - 100 — • • «« • • Milton Keynes
- 307 F 3 4 4 — 100 — 13 83 - South Bucks
- 8 7 7 N “ “ 100 “ 10 7 0 “ Uycoabe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
2 . 0 00 - N — 2 7 8 — 13 83 — Cambridge
- - N - - 77 1 8 7 2 - East Cambridgeshire
- 6 N — - to o — - 70 10 Fenland
- - N - - t o o - - to o - Huntingdon
Peterborough
127 N to o - - 100 - South Caaibridgeshire
CHESHIRE
- 673 C 4 8 7  , - to o - 8 0 2 0 - Chester
- 2 6 0 C 3 0 0 - 100 - - to o - Congleton
— 4 7 6 C 138 - 70 10 2 78 — Crewe !■ Nantwich
Ellesmere Port ti Neston
- 420 F 7 3 0 - 100 - 3 7 3 -  ■ Halton
- 1. 4 00 C 400 - 100 - 23 73 - Macclesfield
Vale Royal
“ 300 C 1. 300 “ to o - 2 0 8 0 Warrington
CLEVELAND
- 163 N - - 100 - 30 7 0 - Hartlepool
- 1 .0 3 7 C - — 100 - 42 37 1 Langbaurgh
2 1 .0 8 4 c - - 100 - 33 6 0 3 Middlesbrough
788 11 N “ to o “ 1 7 8 1 Stoctton-on-Tees
CORNWALL
“ 7 0 N - - 100 - 3 7 3 - Caradon
Carrict
“ 33B N — - 100 - 70 10 — terrier
~ 66 N - — to o - 30 70 - North Cornwall
- 3 0 N - - 100 - 30 70 - Penwith
2 6 N 6 “ to o - 8 0 20 Res tor eve I
CUMBRIA
— 33 C 3 3 0 — 100 - 8 0 20 - Allertfale
- - F 2. 3 00 — 100 - 100 -
— 3 0 0 F 2. 6 6 6 - 100 - 76 4 - Carlisle
- - F 1. 3 00 - 78 2 8 0 20 - Copeland
- - N - - 77 1 - 100 - Eden
" 13 N “ “ 7 6 24 10 8 7 1 South Lateland
DERBYSHIRE
~ 77 N - - 100 - 10 7 0 - Amber Valley
- 10 F- 1. 3 1 3 - 100 - - 100 - Boliover
360 C 2 .3 7 3 - to o - 30 70 - Chesterfield
“ ' 300 N - - 100 - - to o - Derby
~ i t s F 2 . 300 - 100 - 20 80 - Erewash
- 260 N - - 100 - 10 70 - H ig h  Peat
“ 164 C 400 - 100 - - to o - North East Derbyshire
“ ~ c 2 44 “ to o - - 100 - South Derbyshire
I 63 N “ 100 - to o - Nest Derbyshire
NUMBER OF 
BOTTLE BANKS
WASTE OIL 
COLLECTION 
POINTS
AM OUNT OF WASTE
Owned 8c 
operated 
by the 
local
authority Other
Owned 8* 
operated 
by the 
local
•u itiO riiy
Other
(e.g.
garages) Paper
Ahjmrtnn.it
Vehicles Glass O il
Ferrous
Metals
Local Authority (45) (46) (47) (48) (491 (50) (51) (52) (53)
NON-MET DI3TRICTS-EN0LAND
AVON
Oath
Brlttol
Hingswood
Northavon
Wansdyke
Woodsprlng
BEDFORDSHIRE
Luton
Mid Bedfordshire 
North Bedfordshire 
South Bedfordshire
BERKSHIRE 
BracknalI 
Newbury 
Raading 
Slough
Windsor I Maidanhaad.
Wot inghaia
1
26
10
9
3
6
3
1.237
1.236
37
304
40
23
400
1.347
327
121
32B
249
239
130
600
360
1. 044
340
1.000
117
404
344
3
13
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 
Aylesbury Vala 
Ch i1 tarn 
Milton Keynes 
South Bucks 
Wycombe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE 
Cambridga
East Cambridgathlra
Fanland
Hunt i ngdon
Peterborough
South Cambridgashira
CHESHIRE
Chastar
Conglaton
Craua l> Nantwich
Ellasmara Port k Naston
Ha 11 o n
Macclesfield
Vala Royal
Harrington
CLEVELAND 
Hartlapool 
Langbaurgh 
Middlasbrough 
Stock ton-on-Taas
CORNWALL
Caradon
Carrlck
Harrlar
North Cornwall
Panwlth
Rastormal
CUMBRIA
Allardala
Barrow-in-Furnass
Carl 1s la
Copaland
Edan
South Lakaland
7
20
3
33
34
2
3
230
232
273
133
307
60
23
9
B3
240
330
900
19
160
17
160
183
130
.30
73
30
92
120
IS
7
30
23
33 1
109
114
73
DERBYSHIRE 
Ambar Vallay 
Bolsovar 
Chesterflaid 
Darby 
Erawash 
High Paak
North East Darbyshira 
South Darbyshira 
West Derbyshire
13
4 
10341
5 
110
11
14 
10
RECLAIMED
NUMBER OF LOCAL AUTHORITY'S 
COLLECTION VEHICLES
NUMBER OF CC 
COLLECTION
NTRACTQF
VEHICLES
S'
Local Authority
Non-Ferroua
Metals
164)
Other
155)
SPECIALIST
General
purpose
(58)
Total
159)
SPECIALIST
General
purpose
(62)
Total
(63)
With
compaction
156)
Without
compaction
(57)
W ith
compaction
(60)
W ithout
compaction
(61)
tonnes tonnes
NON-MET OISTRICTa-CNCLANO
58
a
19
9
22
20
7
16
19
a
19
16
11
19
12
1120
1 5 '
19
21
27
13
24
26
17
IB
16
17
13
1020
17
II
19 
3 3
20 
19 
IB  
11 
IB
1
ee
ee
63
9
IB
10
2 7
3 7
9
t a
20
9
20
16
14
19
19
12
24
II
21
22
17
IB
21
3 2
19
27
34
IB
22
19
IB
16
19
14
10
29
IB
14
20
36
22
19
29
11
24
AVON
Balk
Bristol
Kingswaod
Northavon
Uanedyke
Uoodspring
BEDFORDSHIRE
Luton
N14 Bedfordshire 
North Bedfordehlr 
South Bedfordehlr
910
BERKSHIRE 
ao •* Braclnall
- — Newbury
- - Reading
- - Sloufh
- - Windsor 6 Maidenhead
- — Wokingham
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
- - Aylesbury Vale
2 11 Ch11 tern
1 11 Milton Keynes
- - South Bucba
- - Wycombe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
- - Cambridge
Eaat Cambridgeshire 
ee ee Fenland
- - Huntingdon
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire
CHESHIRE
- - Cheater
- - Congleton
- - Crewe l> Nantwich
Elliaaere Port 6 Neaton
- - Halton
- — Macclesfield
Vale Royal
- - Harrington
CLEVELAND
- — Hartlepool
- — Langbaurgh
- - Middleabrough
- - Stockton-on-Teea
CORNWALL
- — Caradon
Carrie!
- - Kerrier
- - North Cornwall
-  -  P e n w l t h
- - Restormel
CUMBRIA
- — Allerdale
- - Barrow-in-Furneaa
Carlisle
- — Copeland
- — Eden
- — South Lakeland
DERBYSHIRE
- — Amber Valley
- — Bolaover
- — Chesterfield
- — Derby
Erewaah
- - High Peak
- - North Eaat Derbyahira
- - South Derbyahire
- - Heat Derbyahire
Local Authority
LOCAL AUTHORITY STAFF EMPLOYED AT 31.3.84 EXPENDITURE
Contract­
Technical ors' Provision
Vehicle & manual of Provision
Drivers/ Other main­ administ­ employ­ Premise*/ HltnnoKI.
Drivers Leaders wGwuaTo rr.ar.uai tenance rative Total ees Employees depots tacks dustb ins
(641 (651 (66) (67) (681 (69) (70) (71) (72) (73) (74) (75 ).
NON-MET DI9TRICT8-EN0LAND
AVON
Bath
Bristol
Kingsuood
Northavon
Wansdyto
Uoodspring
BEDFORDSHIRE
Luton
Mid Bedfordshire 
North Bedfordshire 
South Btdfordshiro
BERKSHIRE 
Brackntll 
Newbury 
Rtad ing 
Slough 
Uir.dtor t 
Wokinghaa
Maidtnhtad
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 
Aylesbury Vala 
Ch i1 torn 
Milton Keynes 
South Bucks 
Wycombe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Huntingdon
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire
CHESHIRE
Chtster
Congloton
Crewe L Nantwich
Ellcsmtrt Port t Ntston
Halton
Mac cItsfitld
Vale Royal
Uarrington
CLEVELAND 
Hartlepool 
Langbaurgh 
Middlesbrough 
Stock ton-on-Tees
CORNWALL
Caradon
Carrlck
Kerrler
North Cornwall
Penwith
Restormel
CUMBRIA
A1lerdale
Barrow-in-Furness
Carlisle
Copeland
Eden
South Lakeland 
DERBYSHIRE
•• • » M
32 te a 44
8 28 2
16 23 10
10 30 -
22 ■ 33 —
2 0 83 6
- 17 7
13 46 -
23 28 —
7 23 _
- 33 2 0
13 32 4
8 28 1
13 6 8 -
16 28 **
_ 62 17
«• «• • B
• « «• «•
- 19 8
17 64 6
16 40 _
- 17 8
8 18 -
13 39
9 27 -
17 34 6
- 32 IB
14 31 3
19 68 -
17 71 16
? 9 103 11
8 27 _
23 78 -
13 77 14
“ 39 22
11 2 2 6
IB 30 2
— 17 10
- 28 14
- 30 13
_ 36 19
10 42 3
12 44 6
12 39 -
- 14 10
2 SO 21
a
14
9
•«
7••
Amber Valley - 32 17
Bolsover 7 37 1
Chesterfield 2 39 16
Derby 33 126 -
Erewash — 34 IB
High Peak 13 34 -
North East Derbyshire 23 36 -
South Derbyshire - 26 8
Uest Derbyshire 4 26 2 2
3166
84
4689
49
97
a
33
93
68
27
28 
98
46118 
118 
92
ee • • 39 460.688 73 40 26
- it 293 — 3. 124. 332 97. 421 2 2. 060 —
1 i 40 - 328.033 16. 333 611 167
2 2 33 - 432. 491 23. 471 14. 371 — ------- 1
- 2 42 - 424. 193 3.230 2. 386 176
a 3 87 - 713. 690 42. 300 “ .
16 11 141 833.092 67.886 ' 30. 420 2. 873
- 3 = 27 21 244.133 24. 313 120.218 — •
3 4 82 - 389.861 20.860 109. 116 13. 807
a 3 39 - 473. 663 37.317 107.981 -
46
48
304. 132 
439. 333 
712. 388 
462. 713 
748. 229 
430.348
338. 341 
37,429 
22.231 
324. 923 
929. 942
469.319 
222.700 
238.033 
401. 080
291, 303
17. 438 
9. 943 
8 . 324 
20.317 
33. 624
39. 141 
11.093
16.987 
9. 192
12.400
6. 783 
22.264 
16. 318
7. 110
33. 721 
120. 333 
2. 412 
94. 631 
104.330
4.221 
36.373 
116, 310
43. 000 
37.899 
115. 647
324.143 
977. 737 
80S. 247 
702.613
162 
2 0. 806 
27,349 
36. 393
34. 466 
73. 131
- 2 71
2 2 32
— 8 83
3 4 168
3 6 81
p 3 32
3 6 92
2 1 37
2 3 39
1.231
6.339
8 1 86 371,947 39.963 131.929 33. 334
_ 3 ; 33 397. 833 23. 086 37. 700 403
3 3 76 394. 997 12.070 109. 917 763
7 3 97 832. 390 36. 361 33. 738 12.933
6 8 118 B78. 129 30, 139 134.944 —
9 10 138 - 1.138.289 64. 333 139. 396 3. 104
- 6 43 - . 313.927 31.729 11. 121
3 2 33 _ 423.667 27.221 3. 047 -
3 3 33 - 239. 388 11. 782 2. 783 298
- 3 43 - 308. 734 2.250 8. 904
2 4 31 - 433. 904 7.693 38. 961
2 60 - 423. 990 19. 10O 6 6. 0 0 0 3. 300
3 64 - 422. 609 1 2. 133 12. 383 10.223
4 73 — 337.6 8 8 34. 9B6 1. 188 12. 640
3 36 - 390. 504 11.478 80. 031 5.772
1 27 - 180. 730 1.947 28. 403
3 78 - 739.319 34.494 S. 722
SSB. 923 19. 348 80. 048 -
476. 724 13. 368 793 6 . 833
342.834 23. 340 1. 301 -
1.244.666 111.602 8 . 384 -
619.683 34. 442 2. 678 9. 576
432. 342 4.623 95. 360 -
636. 137 48. 363 115. 122 —
291. 901 16.044 44.676 2. 109
431.401 13. 363 31.336 -
EXPEND! IUHE INCOME
AGENCY SERVICES COLLECTION SERVICES
Transport 
& moveable 
plant 
(76)
Establishment
expenses
(771
Other
running
expenses
(781
Other
local
authorities
(79)
Contractors
(801
Gross
Expenditure
(811
Commercial
waste
(82)
Bulky
household
waste
(83)
Other
(841 Local Authority
E e C E C C C £ • E
NON-NET 0ISTR1CT8-EN0LAN0 
AVON
-IB. 047 73.000 1. 412 — 333.367 372.363 13. 660 811 - Bath
1. 172. 6 86 37. 168 77. 106 - - 4. 370. 773 363. 778 13.026 78. 407 Bristol
70. 697 7.612 6. 207 11.408 - 463. 070 38. 068 1. 167 43 Kingsuood
201. 071 37. 727 0. 367 24.031 - * 863. 733 60. 474 1. 437 23. 733 Northavon
181. 043 27. 102 27. 066 14.416 - 677.836 32. 142 - 108 Wantdyke
342, 227 167. 648 31. 360 30. 2 0 0 1.347. 703 122. 360 2. 077 2 .2 1 2 Woodspring
BEDFORDSHIRE
333. 846 234. 468 17. 973 - - 1.764. 338 90. 323 4. 039 2. 716 Luton
124. 673 7.072 18. 320 - 273. 377 814.370 - 19.674 - ■ hid Bedfordshire
230. 920 37.237 ' 38. 107 - - 1.089. 738 123.011 - 1.863 North Bedfordshire
210. 677 37. 137 3. 116 870.Ill 40. 473 42. 160 3. 947 South Bedfordshire
BERKSHIRE
113. 360 12. 408 4.234 - 20. 984 313.037 12. 837 1.299 - Bracknell
206. 040 132. 100 13. 473 - - 1.028. 701 37. 067 - Newbury
217.073 137.173 33.419 - - 1. 136.412 91.771 2.406 B. 309 Reading
214.277 31.247 18. 726 - - 830,318 67. 934 - 2 2 0 Slough
404. 133 119.017 17.002 - — 1.413.038 118.864 - 141 Windsor h Haidenhead f
177. 604 63. 361 16. 477 743.316 30. 186 1.921 23. 372 Wokingham
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
327. 037 84. 300 - — - 1.071. 171 107! 676 4.020 37. 731 Aylesbury Vale
2. 460 3. 312 7. 339 - 390. 432 636.273 - 2 . 062 3. 999 Ch i1 tern
13.633 - 636 - 647. 287 671.281 - - - Hilton Keynee
127. 722 74. 763 3. 138 7.834 - 620. 303 32. 361 179 8. 099 South Bucks
304.371 27. 842 6. 737 1.374.634 1 1 2 .0 0 1 Wycombe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
176. 336 30.411 6. 642 - — 673. 108 73.014 132 — Cambridge
103. 430 7.611 132 4. 478 - 374. 174 23. 168 - - East Cambridgeshire'
130. 006 18.318 2. 347 2.213 3. 314 477. 616 12. 640 - 3. 230 Fenland
187. 662 74. 397 . 13.423 — “ 810. 927 43.768 2 . 531 “ Huntingdon
Peterborough
236. 103 87.473 3. 370 21.777 743. 800 14. 702 South Cambridgeshire
CHESHIRE
320. 343 37. 330 7.412 - - 1. 164. 302 77. 380 - 238 Chester
177.246 33. 338 7. 947 - - 717. 373 21. 338 - 21. 648 Cong 1eton
167. 444 33. 342 2. 720 - — 721.633 44.738 1. 436 12. 139 Crewe t Nantwich 
Ellesmere Port t> Neston
268. 737 39. 327 12. 324 - - .238. 412 67.872 - — Halton
236. 370 111.621 7. 268 7. 200 123 .446.044 112. 437 “ 7. 698 Mjcc lesfield 
Vale Royal
203. 723 73. 347 19. 379 - .726. 173 114.033 2.038 Warrington
CLEVELAND
233. 448 76. 240 830 28. 708 22.496 962.713 62.037 - — Hartlepool
373. 673 3. 001 4. 766 34. 347 - . 318. 136 162. 482 1. 8 8 6 44. 6 8 6 Langbaurgh
320. 491 31. 771 26. 747 64. 266 - . 476. 271 248. 200 2 2. 178 48. 787 Hidd1esbrough
236. 336 3.207 24.737 40. 933 - 1.230. 363 227. 723 21. 799 Stockton-on-Tees
CORNWALL
164. 773 7.448 334 13. 330 — 344.702 32.472 - Caradon
Carrlck
230. 333 27. 763 1. 037 16. 380 - 731. 630 33. 730 362 9. 308 Kerrier
144.377 30. 307 4. 773 16. 800 — 471. 032 23. 671 3. 373 7. 742 North Cornwall
136. 307 30.710 14. 367 16. 370 - 326.064 34.633 - 13. 330 Penwlth
100.730 13. B28 3.284 17. 700 639 717.041 101.737 3. 068 4. 707 Restormel
CUMBRIA
273. 000 32. 300 4.200 — - 844. 170 2 0. 0 0 0 - 1.640 A]lerdale
156.076 61. 376 13. 741 - - 608. 763 18. 349 2. 178 68 Barrow-in-Furness
233. 792 - 11.262 - — 833. 336 64. 636 330 277 Carlisle
161. 874 61. 2 10 4. 717 - - 713. 388 23.047 - 1.241 Copeland
107.736 174 1. 118 — - 322. 330 16. 484 — 4.076 Eden
270.377 26.210 11.ISO - 1.133.674 37.038 633 South Lakeland 
DERBYSHIRE
2 2 2. 133 37.243 3.310 - — 743. 207 19.466 181 — Amber Valley
138.306 24. 738 3.733 - - 6 6 6. 977 14.913 _ _ Bolsover
210.343 83.083 7. 208 - - 878.131 54.571 _ 29. 193 Chesterfield477. 166 63. 620 26. 660 - - 1 736. 078 100. 446 4.632 9.019 Derby
232. 6BB 78. IBS 221 - - 777. 473 49. 707 233 Erewash
193.228 22.034 6.139 27.613 - 803. 381 42. 630 4. 476 6 . 6BB High Peak230.309 23.732 - - - 1 076. 103 13. 172 - 12. 874 North East Derbyshire127. 130 23. 487 414 - — 307.841 13.137 - 4. 381 South Derbyshire131.802 36. 482 , 7.773 — - 732. 361 33. 373 - 37. 187 West Derbyshire
INCOME
SALES OF RECLAIMED WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM OTHER AUTHORITIES
Paper
Abandoned
Giass u ij
Ferrous
Metals
Non-
Ferrous
Metals . Other
Waste
Dispose!
Authority
Other
local
authorities Income
Total
Net
Expenditure
Local Authority (85) (86) (87) (88) (89) (90) (911 (921 (93| (95)
NON-MET DISTRICTS-ENCLAND
£ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £
AVON
Bath — 1.604 - ■ 146 484 484 29 — 17.214 999. 391
Bristol 3*019 - — - — - 2.912 - — 662.130 3, 906. 635
Kingswood - 310 - - - - - - - 39,590 423.900
Northavon » — 719 - - - . - - - - 96,421 767, 532
Uansdyke - - - - - - - - 92. 290 627, 906
Woodspring 24.743 2. 921 - “ ■ “ “ - 99.918 “ 290. 030 1.097,675
BEDFORDSHIRE
Luton • 26. 977 1.863 — - - - — — — 129.920 1,638, 630
Mid Bedfordshire - • - - - . - - 290 19. 944 794,446
North Bedfordshire - - 14. 202 - - ■ - ■ - 141.078 940,860
South Bedfordshire
BERKSHIRE
39 777 87. 394 802,717
Bracknell - — 8 . 122 — — - - — - 2 2, 2 0 0 490.779
Newbury - 317 - - - - - ■ - 39. 384 989, 597
Reading 8. 699 - 10. 740 - 929 - - - - 130.690 1.009. 754
Slough - - - - S - - - - - 60. 194 702.164
Windsor It Maidenhead - 370 4.462 - — - — 73. 000 — 197, 717 1,219,341
Wokingham “ 924 9.930 ee 1.899 - 84.236 659. 200
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
Aylesbury Vale 31.482 — 312 — — • - - 10.679 — 199.924 891.267
CMltern - 2. 986 700 60 - - - - - 9.407 646.860
Milton Keynes - - - - - • - - - - - 691.201
South Bucks - — — — *- - . - — — 60.639 599. 664
Wycombe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
714 744 113,499 1,281. 175
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
• .
167--
“ •
199 19.290
73. 146 
39. 704
621.962 
399.390
Fenland - - - - • - - - 10. 913 - 34.303 443.233
Huntingdon
Peterborough
- — — - i.207 • “ 189 47. 891 763.036
South Cambridgeshire
CHESHIRE
2 0 t9. 0 0 2 730.806
Chester ■ - 6 . 986 - - . - - - 06. 404 1,070. 090
Cong 1eton • - ■ - - - • - - 2.970 - ■ 49.996 673,639
Crewe a Nantwich 
Ellesmere Port V Neston
- " — - ■ ~ 90.573 863.000
Halton - - . - - - . - - 33. 932 1. 140 102.964 1, 139. 840
Macclesfield 
Vale Royal
“ 1.419 • • " “ - 121.970 1,324. 474
Warrington 106 - - - “ 9.419 - 121.692 1.604. 401
CLEVELAND
Hartlepool - - - - . - - 1.676 30.019 • 101.752 860. 963
Langbaurgh - 1. 918 - - - - 10. 681 - 229.693 1. 208. 463
Mi dd1esbrough - 1. 729 - - - - - . - - 320. 094 I. 199. 377
Stoc k ton-on-Tees - “ “ - - “ - 249. 924 1.00I.04I
CORNWALL
Caradon
Carrick
“ “ — “ - ** 32. 472 512.430
Kerrier - — — - - - - — 9. 634 69. 434 662.216
North Cornwall - — - - - - - ■ ■ — - 34. 786 436.246
Penwith - - - - - - - - 4.453 52.630 473.426
Restormel
CUMBRIA
102 2. 990 112.414 606,627
Allerdale - - - - - - - - - 21. 640 822.530
Barrow-in-Furness - - - — - - — - - 20. 595 668.160
Carlisle 91.811 - 90 . - - - - 1.989 119.193 734.403
Copeland - - - ■ - • - - : - - . - • 26.288 669, 300
Eden - - 190 — - - -' - - 20.710 301.620
South Lakeland “ - - “ - - “ - 57.691 1.078.003
DERBYSHIRE
Amber Valley - - - - - - - - 12.260 31. 907 911.300
Bolsover 7. 863 - - - - 16 - 204 17.000 - 39.998 626. 999
Chesterfield - - 3.290 - - - - 9. 419 - 92.401 785.650
Derby - 1.412 - ■- - - - - 7.864 123. 393 1.012. 705
Erewash - - - - — - - 11.193 - 61.193 916.320
High Peak - - - - - - - - - 53. 794 749.787
North East Derbyshire 131 206 - - - - - - - 26.403 1.067.700
South Derbyshire - 149 - - - - - - - 17,663 490. 158
West Derbyshire 8 . 119 “ - - “ 410 17. 153 - 90,444 634.117
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 
ON REPLACEMENT VEHICLES
COSTS OF CCOLLECTION
COST PER TONNE
Revenue
(96)
Loan
(97)
Repairs & 
Renewals 
Fund 
(98)
Lease
(99)
Gro<<
(100)
Kl.t
(101)
Net cost per 
domestic
(102)
Net cost per 
head of
population
(103)
Waste
collected 
per 
head of 
population
(1041 Local Authority
rooo rooo rooo C'OOO C C C C kO
NON-MET DlSTRlCTB-eNOUANO 
AVON_ 23. 37 24. 80 16. 48 6. 33 263 Bath
* * _ „ 363 38. 78 33. 17 23. 34 9. 79 293 Bristol
39 23 16 21. 13 13. 42 4. 93 227 Kingswood
— — 92 2 1. 00 18. 39 18. 23 6 . 31 329 Northavon
• 26. 66 24. 37 2 1. 82 8 . 10 322 Uansdyke
- - 91 24. 90 2 0. 10 17.23 6 . 39
313 Woodspring
BEDFORDSHIRE
_ _ 67 49. 71 46. 16 27. 67 9. 90 214 Luton
39 23. 27 22. 71 2 1. 26 7. 31 331 Hid Bedfordshire
’«•. 84 24. 22 21. 09 19. 29 7. 16 340 North Bedfordshire
' - ■ “ 63 2 2. 23 20. 07 2 0. 60 7. 36 367 South Bedfordshire
BERKSHIRE
. _ _ 33 29. 07 27. 81 13. 41 3. 36 2 0 0 Brae knel1
«. 76 31. 66 30. 43 21. 99 a. os 263 Newbury
■ — 65 37. 17 32. 90 20. 33 7. 26 221 Read ing_ _ 38. 30 35. 23 22. 70 7. 93 223 Slough_ ei _ 41. 81 33. 96 24. 42 9. 02 231 Windsor t> Haidenhead
“ — 47 19. 43 17. 64 13. 64 3. 30 300 Wokingham
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
_ _ 8 6 29. 90 24. 42 18. 43 6 . 62 271 Aylesbury Vale
mm _ 24. 76 24. 40 19. 37 7. 08 290 Chiltern
_ _ 23. 31 23. 31 13. 34 3. 01 213 Hilton Keynes
' _ _ 11 _ 33. 96 30. 60 24. 38 9. 27 299 South Bucks
“ - 80 ~~ 33. 13 30. 43 23. 22 8. 23 271 Wycombe
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
31 _ 22. 79 20. 39 16. 70 6. 19 304 Cambridge
_ 33 _ 23. 98 21. 39 16. 43 6 . 34 299 East Cambridgeshire
_  . .. 31 17. 29 16. 04 16. 38 6 . 32 404 Fenland
- 31 - 18. 43 17. 33 16. 28 3. 97 344 HuntingdonPeterborough
"■ 43 “ 22. 97 2 2. 30 18. 08 6. 33 281 South Cambridgeshire
CHESHIRE
_ 28 33. 27 30. 80 24. 53 9. 37 304 Chester
31 31 _ 31. 29 29. 29 22. 47 8 . 28 283 Cong 1eton
- 30 - 30. 74 28. 79 22. 49 8 . 83 307 Crewe k Nantwich Ellesmere Port 6 Neston
_ 198 _ 37. 90 34. 79 23. 36 9. 26 267 Hal ton
- “ 60 28. 21 23. 83 2 2. 83 8 . 92 343 Macclesfield Vale Royal
- ~ “ 29 34. 32 32. 09 24. 82 9. 21 287 Warrington
CLEVELAND
_ _ _ 31. 10 27. 71 24. 84 9. 22 322 Hartlepool
* _ 118 32. II 27. 14 23 04 8 . 62 309 Langbaurgh
_ _ _ 17. 39 13. 39 21. 31 7. 78 340 Middlesbrough
- ” “ 33 24. 27 19. 26 13. 39 3. 77 287 Stockton-on-Tees 
CORNWALL
- - 39 - 14. 73 13. 83 17. .77 7. 39 319 CaradonCar-ick_ _ 30. 43 27. 71 19. 82 7. 80 277 Kerrler* _ _ 23. 74 2 1. 93 13 39 6 . 60 289 North Cornwall
_ _ 32 20. 93 IB 93 19. 42 8 . 78 432 Penwith
— • 3 19.27 16. 18 19. 33 7. 63 439 Restormel
CUMBRIA
. _ 24. 83 24. 19 21. 99 8 62 336 A! lerdale_ 33 32. 34 31. 37 23 47 9. 04 288
_ _ _ 72 34. 10 29. 42 18. 69 7. 26 247 Carlisle■ - 26 26. 38 23. 61 23. 69 9. 31 371 Copeland
_ 29 21.29 19. 92 17. 17 6 . 92 347 Eden
“ . " 136 33. 40 31. 71 27. 22 11. 18 333' South Lakeland 
DERBYSHIRE_ _ 62 2 1. 32 20. 87 2 1. 10 8 . 33 406 Amber Valley_ - 21. 47 2 0. IB 23. 01 8 . 84 438 Bolsover
_ 124 - 30. 07 26. 91 2 0. 21 8 . 11 301 Chesterfield *„ ■ - 38. 63 S3. 13 21.76 8 . 44 134 Derb y
12 _ 36. 20 33. 94 22. 73 8 . B5 261 Erewash
„ * 89 _ 33. 59 31. 26 23 99 9. 13 281 High Peak' _ 182 26. 41 25. 73 28. 97 10. 97 427 North East Derbyshire_ _ 30 25. 71 24. 82 19.28 7. 12 287 South Derbyshire- - - - 22. 71 19. 66 24. 34 9. 38 477 West Derbyshire
WHO | E UULLt^/1IU IM  £> IA  I lt> I ICS
POPULATION &  AREA NUMBER OF HEREDITAMENTS
WASTE COLLE 
-  BY WEIGi
CTED
IT
% OF TOTAL 
WASTE COLLECTED 
BY CONTRACTORS
Local Authority
Population 
30 6 63
in
Ares
(2)
Density
ol
population 
ei 
30 6.83
<3)
Domestic
14)
Commercial
IS)
Industrial
(6)
Other
17)
Total 
weioht 
o l all 
waste
18)
Actual 
or est­
imated 
Wfliahl
o l all 
waste
19)
Est­
imated
%
ol wssta 
weiflhec
110)
n n ijtin *
collect­
ions
111)
AfcoofTTvs!
cifcurn*
tU ncftft
112)
hectares per hectare
NON-MET DISTRICT8-ENCLAND
DEVON 
East Oevan 
Eseter 
Mid Devon 
North Devon 
Plymouth 
South Hams 
Teignbridge 
Torbay 
Torridge 
West Devon
DORSET
Bournemouth
Christchurch
North Dorset
Poole
Purbect
West Dorset
Weymouth l< Portland
Uimborne
DURHAM
Chestei— le-Street
Darilngton
Derwentside
Durham
Eas ington
Sedgefield
Teesdale
Near Valley
EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hastings
Hove
Lewes
Rother
Uealden
ESSEX
Basildon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Harlow
Maldon
Rochford
Southend-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurroct
Uttleeford
to e .  4 8 1 . 6 3 6 1. 33 4 3 .9 9 9 7 .7 0 6
t o t .  8 4 . 3 9 8 23. 20 3 6 .7 6 9 7 . 337
39. 1 9 1 .3 6 1 0. 63 2 2 . 149 4 . 146
78. 6 1 0 8 .6 2 0 0. 72 3 0 . 363 6 . 122
2 33 . 2 7 . 9 2 9 32. 19 8 3 .8 3 8 12. 326
6 8. 0 8 8 . 6 9 3 0. 77 2 9 . 770 3 . 100
96. 8 6 7 . 4 98 1. 43 3 8 . 308 6 . 6 6 3
113. 1 6 . 2 8 2 18. 00 4 3 .8 7 9 9 .8 1 2
48. 7 9 8 . 4 9 2 0. 49 1 9 .6 3 3 4 .0 3 0
43. 3 1 1 3 .9 7 3 0. 37 1 6 .6 1 7 2 .3 9 3
1 43 . 1 4 . 6 2 3 3 1 . 39 3 8 .8 7 7 1 3 .4 4 1
4 0. 3 3 . 0 4 3 7. 99 1 7 .9 8 6 4 . 4 2 9
49. 7 6 0 . 8 7 0 0. 82 1 8 .8 4 4 3 . 3 0 2
121. 3 6 . 3 7 8 19. 03 30. 341 10. 6 66
81. 2 1 0 8 .2 8 0 0 . 73 3 3 . 0 82 6 .8 7 3
71. 6 3 3 . 4 79 2. 0 2 2 9 .0 1 4 3 .7 6 4
32. 2 6 . 3 73 7. 94 2 0 .2 1 3 3 . 4 33
9 9. 7 1 9 .8 4 0 3. 03 3 8 . 181 3. 3 32
87. 3 2 7 . 084 3. 22 3 4 .9 9 8 7 . 2 6 9
8 8 . 6 18. 9 68 4. 67 3 1 .3 3 9 3 . 338
9 1 . 2 2 1 .7 7 2 4. 19 3 3 . 138 7 . 3 6 3
24. 7 8 4 . 3 0 0 0 . 29 9 .8 4 9 1 .9 4 1
6 4 . 3 3 0 .3 0 7 1. 27 2 3 .3 4 7 3 . 140
148. 3 3. 8 1 3 23. 31 6 3 . 143 10. 3 8 0
79. 0 4 . 413 17. 89 3 3 .9 1 6 9 .0 1 7
76. 9 2 . 9 7 2 23. 87 3 2 . 230 6 .0 4 3
89. 0 2 . 386 37. 30 3 9 . 974 8 . 2 3 7
8 0  8 2 9 . 211 2. 77 3 2 . 994 3 . 114
78. 0 3 1 . 0 34 1. 33 3 4 .9 1 9 6 .3 3 3
121. 8 8 3 . 639 1. 46 4 8 . 428 7 . 327
136. 3 1 1 .0 9 7 14. 08 37. 293 1 2 .2 6 3
113. 8 6 1 . 2 0 6 1. 86 4 2 .9 2 3 8 . 7 93
71. 9 14. 8 8 8 4. 83 2 6 . 943 4 . 6 8 3
8 3. 9 4 .3 8 7 19. 38 3 2 . 388 3 . 3 83
143. 3 3 4 . 2 23 4. 19 3 2 . 774 8 .8 7 2
140. 0 3 3 . 4 29 4. 19 3 0 . 723 7 . 6 2 8
114. 9 3 4 . 4 38 3. 33 4 4 .9 3 1 9 . 0 7 7
78. 0 2 . 339 30. 48 2 9 . 6 60 1 3 .8 9 4
49. 2 3 3 . 762 1. 38 19. 134 2 .7 3 3
74. 8 16. 8 9 8 4. 43 2 7 .6 2 3 2 .3 9 7
137. 7 4. 170 37. 82 6 4 . 971 I t .  404
116 6 3 3 . 6 34 3. 46 3 2 . 276 6 . 811
123. 3 16. 3 0 3 7. 69 4 3 . 706 1 0. 3 2 3
111 1 .6 3 7 3 3 .3 0 0 E 3
67 8 3 3 2 4 . BB2 A to o
124 7 8 3 1 2 .8 3 0 E 2
134 1 .3 3 3 10. 300 E -
201 1. 4 99 6 6 . 700 E -
117 1 .2 1 4 2 7 . 000 E 13
197 1 .8 3 9 3 3 . 400 E . 10
8 6 1 .3 4 0 3 4 . 0 09 A 100
107 1 .0 6 4 13. 900 E -
71 7 13 1 3 .0 0 0 E -
146 1 .7 4 8 4 3 . 0 0 0 E -
121 231 1 0 .2 0 0 E 8
121 6 4 6 13. 800 E 3
4 6 8 8 6 8 3 0 . 904 A 100
2 0 2 1. 3 8 0 2 0 . 888 E 40
2 6 6 4 7 3 3 1 .2 0 0 E 10
33 3 1 3 1 7 .0 0 0 E - r -
t o o 333 2 8 . 400 E 2 — —
2 1 4 621 3 7 . 128 E - -  ; —
8 2 7 3 3 2 4 . 0 00 E — — “
166 300 2 6 . 000 E 2 -■ -
36 4 89 14. 300 E - - -
127 387 2 7 , 436 E - -  . —
2 4 3 1. 149 4 2 . 000 E 90
111 733 2 2 . 130 A 100
138 700 2 2 . 000 E -
146 1. 0 24 2 6 .4 0 2 A 100
2 0 2 6 93 1 9 .7 9 0 A to o
113 1. 0 4 0 2 2 . 0 00 E 2
180 1. 0 67 ee ee -
3 4 7
2 4 7
106
2 3 0
212
143
169
148
199
2 0 9
4 1 8
2 3 0
163
1 .0 6 8  
8 70  
321 
231 
7 06  
1. 0 32  
7 83  
3 12  
3 26  
3 9 8  
6 33  
1 .2 2 9  
6 14
3 6 . 161 
3 4 . 990  
4 3 . 0 00  
ee
3 0 . 860  
3 1 .0 3 0  
3 3 . 0 0 0  
2 2 . 230  
ee
2 1 . 6 42  
3 1 .0 7 3  
3 3 . 490  
3 3 . 8 00
8
73
80
100
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Cheltenham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Stroud
Tewbesbury
HAMPSHIRE
Basingstoke I Deane 
East Hampshire 
Eastleigh 
Ferehaei
Gosport
Hart
Havant
New Forest
Portsmouth
Ruthmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Winchester
8 6 . O 3 . 4 3 3 24. 8 9 3 4 .8 4 1 7 .3 2 7 139 311 2 4 . 0 0 0 E - - -
70. 3 1 1 4 .2 4 6 0 . 62 2 7 . 4 00 4 .9 3 4 167 1 .0 7 0 1 8. 4 23 E 4 — —
73  0 3 2 . 764 1. 38 2 7 . 433 3 .4 2 9 194 699 2 1 . 5 20 E 2 —
92. 2 3 . 3 34 2 7 . 63 3 3 . 770 4 . 8 69 177 329 2 3 . 3 30 A 2 — —
102. 7 4 3 . 441 2. 26 3 9 . 304 3 .0 9 3 2 8 2 9 12 2 3 . 9 4 0 A — —
81. 9 4 3 . 0 2 7 1. 82 3 0 . 392 3 .9 1 6 2 1 8 6 62 ee ee ee
134. 0 6 3 . 6 8 9 2 . 10 48 . 0 76 12. 6 08 124 873 3 3 . 3 92 A 9 8 - -
93. 6 3 1 . 484 1. 82 3 3 .7 2 6 3. 424 139 669 2 2 . 8 9 0 E 8 0 “ —
96  0 7 .9 7 4 12. 04 3 6 .3 7 1 3 .7 6 2 139 407 4 7 . 8 89 E 3 8 “ -
90 . 8 7 .4 1 3 12. 23 3 3 . 382 4 .4 1 6 120 352 4 2 . 0 0 0 E 2 0 “ ' “
7 7 . 1 2 . 3 18 30. 62 2 9 .0 2 2 4 .7 7 3 8 7 413 2 2 . 8 4 0 E - — “
77. 2 2 1 . 8 3 2 3. 34 2 3 . 6 33 3 . 6 72 61 3 73 2 2 . 3 48 E - — -
116. 6 3. 333 2 0 . 99 4 3 .3 9 7 6 .6 6 3 191 706 3 2 . 0 0 7 A 100 “ -
149 . 0 7 3 . 3 0 9 1. 9B 6 0 . 434 11. 347 2 8 2 1 .8 0 7 3 9 . 0 0 0 E 33 - —
191 . 6 3 .7 4 1 31. 22 6 8 .0 7 3 10. 352 2 8 6 1. 704 6 0 . 300 E 80 — —
7 9. 4 3 . 6 2 3 2 1 . 9 2 2 4 .3 2 2 3 .0 4 2 9 9 302 2 8 . 0 8 9 E 74 - ■ “
2 0 6 . 3 4 .8 9 9 4 2 . 11 7 7 . 307 1 4 .0 4 1 2 44 1 .4 3 6 6 1 . 9 0 0 E 64 — —
9 3 . 3 6 3 . 7 23 1. 30 3 2 .8 3 2 7 .3 8 3 2 27 777 2 3 . 6 32 E - “ —
9 2 . 3 6 3 . 9 3 6 1. 40 3 3 .2 4 8 6 .4 0 2 101 9 37 2 1 .0 1 8 A 8 8 — . —
WASTE COLLECTED 
-  BY TYPE
WASTE COLLECTED 
-  BY METHOD OF STORAGE
METHODS OF COLLECTION
HOUSEHOLD WASTE
House­
hold
waste
(13)
Com­
mercial
waste
(14)
Indust­
rial
waste
(IS)
Contained
in
dustbins
(16)
Contained
in
dispos­
able
sacks
(17)
Contained 
in bulk 
storage 
containers
(161
Other
(19)
Backdoor
collect
&
return
(20)
Kerbside
121)
Other
collect
&
return
(22)
Sken
(23)
Other
normal
methods
(24)
Special
collections
125) Local Authority
NON-MET D t STRICT8-ENGLAND
90
83
73
87
90
10
10
23
13
10
83 13 - 100 -
73 23 - 73 14
93 3 - 6 3 3 0
73 2 0 3 - to o
81 19 - 79
80 13 3 60 33
90 10 - 83 3
87 13 - 6 3 2
86 14 - 3 9 7
86 13 1 9 0 10
61
30
30
60
4
I
3
4
310
_ 39 - 61 -
10 3 - 63 - -
- 93 - - — 3
10 63 — - — 3
7 14 - 74 3 2
10 43 - 43 - -
60 40 - - - -
- B 92 - -
- 100 - . - - -
1 93 1 - _ • 3
77 2 2 1 70 3 0 - 99 - - - -  • 1
90 9 1 60 13 2 3 2 8 - - 70 2 —
94 6 31 49 - - 4 9 4 “ — — 2
63 3 7 -------- 1 6 8  . 10 2 2 to o 7 — “
93 3 - 3 0 3 2 - 18 2 9 6 - " - -
77 23 - - 73 23 - - 9 3 - - - 3
93 3 _ 9 0 _ _ 10 8 0 _ 13 - - 3
80 18 2 64 12 19 3 100 - “ — — —
89 11 — .1 0 0 ------ - — to o - “ — —
83 16 1 a t 2 17 - to o “ — “
83 10 3 to o _ _ - 100 - - - - -
87 12 1 i 93 - 4 97 1 1 “ ~ 1
91 7 2 60 27 2 I t to o
80 2 0 8 0 ■ _ 20 _ 37 2 _ 41 - -
83 9 6 81 - 18 1 8 6 — - -  - 14 —
83 12 3 90 - 9 1 - - - to o “ —
83 13 2 63 IS 13 3 - 10 - 76 t o 4
80 2 0 - 94------ 1 2 4 - - - 94 2 4
93 3 — 89 4 . 3 4 - - - 93 3 4
87 13 9 3 - 7 - - “ 13 7B 7 2
83 13 _ 2 74 12 12 2 - 8 0 - 16
83 17 - - 83 12 3 84 14 - - “
80 13 3 7 0 10 20 - - - 10 70 17
82 9 9 - ae •  e ee 93 — - -
84 16 - 81 ------ ---------- 1 16 3 - - - 9 7 “
94 6 — — 84 13 1 100 - - - ■ “
93 7 - - 93 3 - - 9 0 - - 3
90 7 3 82 3 13 - - - - 8 8 -
80 13 3 43 33 - - 40 - - 30 -
88 12 - 29 63 6 2 72 2 6 - - -
84 13 1 - 84 16 - 93 - . - “ —
84 16 - - 74 IB 8 9 3 3 - - 1
90 8 2 87 2 11 - - ~ 9 3 3
4020
92
1910
1010
4
B6 14 — 97 ------ ----------- 1 3 64
8 0 2 0 - 7 0 28 1 1 2
92 8 - - 93 3 . - 100
83 13 - 83 - 13 -  - -
80 12 8 68 - 24 8 10
81 19 - 8 1 ------ 19 - 33
8 6 I t 3 82 - 18 - 3
87 13 - 13 B7 - - 100
8 3 17 - 37 - 2 3 2 0 70
6 8 3 2 - 4 3 28 24 3 83
73 2 3 - 4 68 21 7 69
8 3 13 - - 88 10 2 100
9 2 8 - 9 5 - 3 - 49
3
90
70
89
88
2883
30
12
93
80
30
1
2
2
3
7
3
3
12
10
2
1
3
20
2
10
DEVON
Eiil Devon 
Eieter 
hid Devon 
North Oovon Plymouth 
South Homo 
Teignbridge 
Torbay 
Torridge 
Uttt Oovon
DORSET
Bournemouth
Christchurch
North Dorset
Paolo
Purboc b
West Dortot
Weymouth L Portland
Wlmborne
DURHAM
Ches ter—Ie—Street
Oar1ing ton
Darwanttldo
Durham
Easlngton
Sedgefield
Tottdalo
Wear Vallog
EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hat t ings
Hovo
Ltuts
Rothsr
Uoaldon
ESSEX
Basildon
Oraintroo
Drsntwood
Castlo Point
Chelmsford
Colchostor
Epping Forest
Harlow
Maldon
Rochford
Southond-on-Soa
Ttndring
Thurroc b
Uttlesford
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Choitonham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Stroud
Tewketbury
HAMPSHIRE
Basingstoio t Deane
East Hampshire
Eastleigh
Fareham
Oosport
Hart
Havant
New Forest
Portsmouth
Rushmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Winchester
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
Local Authority
METHODS OF COLLECTION NUMBER OF DISPOSABLE SACKS USEO
COMMERCIAL WASTE
Collection
fvftgrn
(Sea
Notes)
(321
Paper
(331
Plastic
(34)
Backdoor
collect
*.
return
126)
Kerbsida
1271
Other
collect
&
return
128)
Skap
1291
Other
normal
methods
130)
Special
collections
(31)
% % % % % % '000 '000
NON-MET DI3TRICTB-EN0LAND
DEVON
East Devon - 36 - 64 - — ' T — 140
Eeeter 76 24 - - - - T - -
Mid Devon - 100 — — - — T — 161
North Devon 30 30 - - - - T — 1. BOO
Plymouth 68 - - . 27 3 T - -
South Hams 2 0 70 10 — — — T — -
Teignbridge 60 40 - - - - T - 30
Torbay - 2 0 - 80 - — T ■ - 48
Torridge - 100 - - - — T - 1. 103
West Devon 10 90 - • - - T ; “ 3
DORSET
Bournemouth to o - — - - - T - -
Christchurch 28 - - 63 7 — T — ■ 7B
North Dorset 10 90 - - - t - 60
Poole 100 - — - - - .T — -
Purbeck
West Dorset . - 100 — - - - T - 34
Weymouth 6 Portland
Wimborne - 43 - - SO 3 T 2 .0 0 0
DURHAM
Chestei— 1 e-Street - - - - 60 40 ■T - -
Darlington - - 4 - 83 13 T — 693
Derwentside 100 - — — - -- T 161 480
Durham to o - — - — T - 132
Easlngton
Sedgefield 100 - - - - - - T - 1.227
Teesdale 83 10 3 - — — B 411 336
Wear Valley 100 - - - - - T 240 577
EAST SUSSEX 
Sri gh ton 
Eastbourne 
Halting*
Hove
Lewis
Rather
Uealden
ESSEX
Basildon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Harlow
Ha 1 dan
Rochford
South end-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurroc k
Uttlesford
73
100
33
13
10
9?
93
90100
10
31
32 
94
40
48
4
16
47
70
BO
2
29
1
17
1
87
30
30
62
3.700
3.848
2 6
2. 400 
140
3. 800
2. 700 
201 
730
I. 930 
*•
3. 730
62
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Cheltenham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Stroud
Tewkesbury
HAMPSHIRE
Basingstoke I. Deane
East Hampshire
Eastleigh
Fareham
Gosport
Hart
Havant
New Forest
Portsmouth
Rushmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Winchester
10
10
3
10
too
1too
70
100
210O
62
83100
75
3
90
80
30
43 SO
9 0
20
3
9
9 2
9 3
28IS
1.270
32
41
480
2 . 300 
23
2. BBS 
B
280 
6 . 500 
3. 000
NUMBER OF 
BULK STORAGE 
CONTAINERS
PROVISION OF 
DUSTBINS* 
SACKHOLOERS
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION PER WEEK
NORMAL HOUSEHOLD 
WASTE
COMMERCIAL
WASTE
W ith
compaction
(35)
W ithout
compaction
(36)
Charge 
(See . 
Notesl
(37)
Number
(38)
Twice 
o r more 
(391
Once
(401
Less than
once
(41)
Twice 
or more 
(42)
Once
(431
Less than 
once
(44) Local Authority
302
1.730
392
3. 330 
130
343
470
700 
1. 130 
240 
300 
393 
170 
4.800
1. 330 
813 
973 
304 
730
439
340
1. 313 
1.000
1.035 
1 330
220 100 551 
460 
761 
193 
1. 507
3. 130 
1.600 
1. 436 
423 
670
188
163
630
1.023
96
100
90
100
100
100
98 
100
99 100
to o
100
60
100
100
100
100
100
100
t o o
97
100
100
to o
100
83100
100
90
100
100
100
too
too
100
100
10
t o o
100
100
100
too
99
100
93
100
100
100
99100
100
t o o
99
100
100
100
100
100
94
100
100
4
10
3
83
10
23
13
23
3
25
10
20
2 0
10
2
10
23
8
3
1
40
2
10
30
23
10
3
3 
32 
10 
2 
13 
30 
1 
10 
30 
10 
• • 
20 
3
25
3
32
3
80
21
1
40
IS
60
10
20
93
13
90
73
83
73
93
73
90
80
80
90
70
90
73
92
95 
99
60
96 
90
30
73
90
95100
80100
93
68
90
98 
83 
30
99 
90 
70 
83 
• • 
80 
93
23100
100
73
93
100
99100
6 8
8 620
100
79 
99 
60 
84 
40 
90
80
NON-MET 0I8TRICT8-EN0CAN0
DEVON 
East Devon 
Enter 
Mid Devon 
North Devon 
Plymouth 
South Hi m  
Teignbridge 
Torbeg 
Torridge 
Uest Devon
DORSET
Bournemouth
Chriitchurch
North Dorset
Poole
Purbeet
Uest Dorset
Ueymauth t Portlend
Uimborne
DURHAM
Chester-1 e-Street 
Deriington 
Derwentside 
Durheis 
Eesington 
Sedgefield 
Teesdele 
Ueer Velleg
EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eestbourne
Hastings
Hove
Lrues
Rother
Uealden
ESSEX
Basildon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Harlow
Ma1 don
Rochford
South end-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurroct
Uttlesford
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Cheltenham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Stroud
Tewkesbury
HAMPSHIRE
Basingstote t Deane 
East Hampshire 
Eastleigh
Fareham
Gosport
Hart
Havant
New Forest
Portsmouth
Rushmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Uinchester
343 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
NUMBER OF 
BOTTLE BANKS
WASTE OIL 
COLLECTION 
POINTS
AMOUNT OF WASTE
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority Other
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority
Other
(eg.
garages) Paper
Abandoned
Vehicles Glass Oil
Ferrous
Metals
Local Authority 145) (461 (47) (48) (491 (50) (51) (52) (S3)
NON-MET 0ISTRICTS-ENCLANO
DEVON 
East Devon 
Eieter 
Mid Devon 
North Oovon 
Plymouth 
South Hams 
Taignbridgt 
Torbay 
Torrldy* 
Most Devon
47
93
SO122
968
180
7 3
2 8
DORSET
Bournemouth
Christchurch
North Dorset
Pool e
Purbecb
Nest Dorset
Neymouth l> Portland
Uimborne
DURHAM
Chester-1 e-Street
Darlington
Oerwentside
Durham
Easlngton
Sedgef1 eld
Teesdale
Near Valley
EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hastings
Hove
Lewes
Rother
Uealden
ESSEX
BasiIdon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Harlow
Mai don
Rochford
Southend-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurroct
Uttlesford
12
4
24
12
7
8 10 
11
3 020
8
10
3
24
12
14
16
1612
8
4
II10
3 2 8
32
22
42
21
6
44
28
42
3
14
180
48
33
129
6 3
102
lOO
2 47
2 7 3
2 8
16
120
130
24
123
144
9 0
ee
33
2 63
4 30
264
2 60
3 10
339
446
204
398
330
2
192
IBS
300
167
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Cheltenham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Stroud
Tewkesbury
HAMPSHIRE
Basingstoke t< Deane
East Hampshire
Eastleigh
Fareham
Gosport
Hart
Havant
New Forest
Portsmouth
Rushmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Uinchester
1 .7 7 5
2 3
34
30
138
2 9 0
129
ee
199
120
3 23
2 8 7
6 0
3 70
133
ee
381
4 99
180
3 2 0
2 9 0
495
2 3 0
328
2 05
307
770
448
3 07
COLLECTION VEHICLES COLLECTION VEHICLES
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST
Non-Ferrous
Meials
154)
Other
(55)
With
compaction
(56)
Without
compaction
157)
General
purpose
(56)
Total
(59)
With
compaction
(60)
Without
compaction
(61)
General
purpose
(621
Total
(63) Local Authority
tonnes tonnes
NON-WET DISTR1CTS-ENCLAND
DEVON
■ _ _ 19 1 - 20 - - - - East Devon
13 - 13 — - - — Eieter
* 10 _ 2 12 - - - - - . Nld Oevon_ 11 0 1 20 - - - - North Devon
39 3 • 3B 1 1 - 2 Plymouth
_ 14 3 _ 17 - - - - South Hams
. IB - IB - - - - Teignbridge
2 ! - t 2 2 - - - . - Torbay
' _ _ ' 9 - _ 9 - — - Torridge
** • 9 -• 9 . West Devon
DORSET
29 1 - 30 - ■ - ' - - Bournemouth
7 1 8 — - — — Chriitchurch
1 a • B - - ' - North Dorset
“ - 2 0 - 20 — - — PoolePurbeck
- 19 1 4 2 0 “ “ West Dorset Weymouth 6 Portland
■“ - 9 2 1 12 Uimborne
DURHAM
_ 8 2 10 - - - - - Chester-1 e-Street
IB 1 2 21 - - - Darlington
11 2 4 17 - - - - Derwentside
- 18 1 19 • - •a DurhamEasington
- 16 - - 16 - - - - Sedgefleld
_ • e 2 — 10 - - — Teesdale
** 16 1 17 Wear Valley
EAST SUSSEX
_ - 32 - - 32 ' - - - Brighton
- ' - «« «• ft« 12 3 - 13 Eastbourne
- _ 10 - 2 12 - - - - Hastings
14 - - 14 - - - — • Hove
- 17 _ - 17 - - - - Lewes
_ * 19 - 3 22 - - - - Bother
” . " 26 1 1 2B Uealden
ESSEX
- - 10 - 7 25 - - - BasiIdon
- - 21 - 2 23 - - - - Braintree
- * 12 1 _ 13 - - - - Brentwood
- 11 1 1 13 • - - - Castle Point
- aa 27 - - 30 - - , - Chelmsford
• 23 1 1 25 — - • - Colchester
- - 16 2 18 - - -a - Epping Forest
. - _ 12 1 — 13 — — — Har1ow
_ _ 1 1 3 6 - 1 7 Haldon
- _ 10 _ - 10 - - - “ Rochford
• « «• #■ • 4 • « • # • « ee • • ee Southend-on-Sea
- _ 19 - 1 20 - - — - Tendr i ng
“ 18 ~ 3 21 “ ** — ThurrockUttlesford
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
16 - I 17 - - - - Chrlttnham
12 - 4 16 - - - - Cot»wold
11 _ I 12 - - - Forttt at D«an
q - - 0 - - - - Clouc»»t»r
16 I 4 SI Stroud
12 - — 12 - - - . • Tiutiituri
HAMPSHIRE
33 - 3 36 - - - Badngttofc* li Daant
13 3 1 17 - - - Eait H»mp»htr»
11 - 2 13 - - - - Eaitlaigh
B - - B - - - — Far * h am
11 - - 11 - - - - Cotport
H  - 11 - - - Hart
16 1 1 IB - - - - Havant
2 0 2 - 2 2 - - - ■ - Naw Foraat
22 2 - 24 - - - - Portsmouth
10 2 3 17 - - - “ Ruahmoor
23 1 - 26 - - — — Southampton
12 2 - 14 - - - — Trat Vallty
13 - 1 16 - - - - Uinchaatcr
LOCAL AUTHORITY STAFF EMPLOYED AT 31.3.84 EXPENDITURE -
Local Authority
Drivers
IK4I
Loaders
reel
--
Olivers'
Loaders
icex
,w
Other
manual
S57!
Vehicle
main­
tenance
{6oi
Technical
&
administ­
rative
(69)
Total
i»0)
Contract­
ors’
manual
employ­
ees
1711
Employees
172)
Premises/
depots
173)
Provision
ol
disposable
sacks
(74)
Provision
ol
dustbins
175)
l.t.a. I.t.s. l u (.I.e. f.t.e. (.I.e. l.t.a. Lie. C C C C
NON-MET DISTIJICTS-ENOLAND
DEVON
East Devon 2 34 14 - 2 - 34 - 903.371 - - . “
Esetar - a s 19 — 4 2 99 — 384.317 7.494 - “
Mid Devon - 17 7 - - 2 24 - 202. 283 9. 294 3.443 42
North Devon - 12 2 2 - 2 4 42 - 209. 802 1.849 37. 321
Plymouth 21 SI 7 - 9 12 134 2 1.049. 193 8. 371 -
93South Hams - 29 10 — . — - 33 — 349.483 14.491 —
Teignbridge, 12 27 - - 2 3 ' 44 ' - 402. 489 1. 779 14. 722 -
Torbay 13 48 11 3 2 1 80 - 413. 414 44. 682 2. 923 -
Torridge 7 a - - 1 2 18 - 127.341 7.714 44.373 “
West Devon 7 10 e - - 1 t a - 134.093 8 . 174 302
DORSET
Bournemouth - 44 21* - 4 3 94 - 618. 278 37. 920 -
Christchurch 9 21 - - - 1 31 - 214.391 3.813 2. 363 —
North Dorset - 9 11 - 1 1 18 129.184 2. 149 2. 187 237
Poole - 48 2 0 - 3 4 73 - 639. 624 29.614 . —
Purbsck 
West Oorset ‘9 ia _ _ 2 3 32 _ 232. 970 27. 046 1.369 -
Weymouth 4 Portland 
Wimborne 12 14 1 - 2 3 34 - 220. 364 10. 137 64.011 -
DURHAM
Chester-1 e-Street 9 24 2 3 38 _ 321. 170 4.268 _ 8.920
Darlington 17 91 - 1 7 2 78 - 649. 113 13.636 27. 126 “
Derwentside 13 30 — - - - 43 - 641. 303 4. 133 43. 818 423
Durham 14 34 4 2 4 3 at - 393. 096 9. 184 2. 198 16. 344
Easinyton
Sedgrfield _ 40 14 _ 2 3 61 _ 440.723 9. 438 31.308 -
Teesdale - 10 12 - 3 1 24 - 132. 670 4. 090 43.414 724
Wear Valley - 39 11 - 3 1 30 - “ 421.431 12.713 40. 972 "
EAST SUSSEX 
Brighton 82 38 _ 4 3 129 _ 1, 086. 140 28. 877 _ ' -
Eastbourne ee ee ee ee ee ee ee 49 - — - —
Hastings 7 28 2 - l 2 40 - 329,113 1.372 9. 282 ■ -
Hove - 44 18 - 2 3 47 - 493. 406 20.393 - —
Lewes - 39 14 — 2 4 39 - 363. 837 70.903 —
Rother 9 29 17 - 3 7 41 ■ - 336. 336 28. 301 6. 333 —
Wealden 2 0 47 13 - 7 4 91 - 689. 420 60.911 -
ESSEX
Basildon 1 40 17 - 3 4 47 - 649. 269 26. 179 131. 339 —
Braintree _ 37 23 - 3 4 47 - - 363. 039 21. 271 96. 3B0 -
Brentwood _ 38 14 - - - 32 - 283.863 36. 344 11.973 4.301
Castle Point 8 22 - l 1 - 32 - 348.439 13.893 79. 136 “
Chelmsford - 47 31 - 2 3 89 - 632. 400 - 1.243 -
Colchester - 48 17 3 4 3 79 - 623. 838 37. 331 77. 732 —
Epping Forest 13 34 12 - 2 3 68 - 372. 743 17. 960 83.314 -
Harlow - 21 14 - - - 37 - 392. 724 40. 477 13. 279 133
Mai don _ ' 1 2 - 1 1 3 20 37.370 3. 179 7.871 ~
Rochford 3 24 4 - 2 2 39 - 298. 121 - 39. 443 11. 143
Southend-on-Sea ee ee ee ee ee 4 6 «• 33. 991 3. 630 -
Tendring - 37 14 - 4 4 39 - 626. 041 9. 407 102. 608 —
Thurroct - 42 21 - - a 91 - 726. 403 70. 786 3.804
Uttlesford
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Cheltenham 11 31 3 - 4 2 31 376.423 22.373 3.637 4. 633
Cotswold - 13 11 - 2 1 29 - 267. 648 13. 032 7,303 -
Forest of Dean 9 18 2 - 4 1 34 - 263. 700 76. 626 13, 760 400
Cl ouc ee ter 6 24 2 - 2 2 36 - 289. 026 48. 090 - -
Stroud - 27 18 - 2 3 32 - ' 390.060 47.083 37. 883 —
Tewkesbury 11 23 4 - 3 3 48 338. 863 12.672 1 2 .1 2 2 262
HAMPSHIRE
Basingstoke L Deane - 43 33 - 1 6 83 - 7 7 1 .2 7 9 - 8B. 2 3 5 -
East Hampshire 12 26 1 2 3 4 48 - 3 7 9 . 480 1 3 .8 1 7 - —
Eastleigh 11 26 2 - 2 3 44 - 3 9 3 . 363 18. 7 1 6 1 1 6 .3 4 8 —
Fareham 8 36 - 2 3 4 53 - 3 6 9 . 778 6 . 304 - 2 .0 1 1
Cosport 8 24 3 — 3 2 40 - 3 2 2 .9 1 4 1 4 .4 3 8 — —
Hart 9 2 8 - 1 2 4 44 - 3 1 9 .2 2 5 ee 3 .0 1 7 ”
Havant 14 40 3 6 - ■ 3 3 96 - 6 0 2 . 511 4 8 . 165 - - —
New Forest - 36 2 6 - n 3 8 9 - 7 3 0 . 369 3 6 . 6 6 0 1 1 9 .4 6 0 -
Portsmouth 2 33 18 - 21 6 100 - 9 1 3 . 205 3 . 9 3 0 - 4 . 4 9 6
Rushmoor - 43 13 3 2 - 63 - 5 0 9 . 396 4 7 .6 4 3 6 .2 1 0 1 .9 3 1
Southamp ton 21 71 9 - 6 6 113 - 9 0 6 . 804 4 7 .6 5 3 2 3 7 . 133 -
Test Valley - 36 16 - 2 4 58 - 6 4 0 .3 9 6 4 3 . 560 8 0 .0 4 0 2 . 9 3 3
Winchester 14 3 8 1 - 3 1 37 - 4 4 3 . 427 7 .2 2 9 - 13.217
CArEIMLIIILmC n iw m c
AGENCY SERVICES COLLECTION SERVICES
Transport 
&  moveable 
plant
(761
Establishment
expenses
(771
Other
running
expenses
(78)
Other
local
authorities
(79)
Contractors
(80)
Gross
Expenditure
(81)
Commercial
waste
(82)
Bulky
household
waste
(83)
Other
(84) Local A uthority
203. 031 9. 660 16.141 -
137.789 34. 374 30. 374 23. 300
97.371 It. 641 1.630 -
234. 909 40. 380 31. 769 12. 833
748. 708 138.964 38. 333 29. 332
213. 624 43. 819 6. 132 2.770
223. 8 8 6 33. 824 7.233 -
236. Oil 127. 363 9.633 69. 331
119. 703 23. 371 846 3.487
99. 383 20.471 2.134 - 3. 900
736. 333 
6 IB. 348 
333.666 
380. 198 
3. 049. 330 
638.334 
680.139 
1. 133. 437 
333. 331 
389. 477
17. 087 
137. 334- 
8 . 698 
78. 733 
233. 946- 
17.007 
36. 789 
117. 743 
19. 312 
11. 473
627 
3. 229
1 .6 4 2
130
NON-MET D1STR1CT8-ENC1.AN0
DEVON 
-638 Eatt Devon
- Eieter 
1.179 Mid Devon
North Devon 
1.378 Plymouth
- South Ham*
3.141 Tei|nbrtd(e
- Torbay 
Torridge
6 Ueit Devon
DORSET
379. 666 93.000 13. 830 34.443 - 1.399. 137 309. 839 4. 132 33. 160 Bourneaiouth
90. 439 36.306 17.014 3. 376 - 371.394 37. 600 - - Christchurch
73. 313 13. 662 3. 993 - - 223.937 13. 636 1.047 601 North Dorset
284. 083 40. 413 9.331 27. 369 — 1.046.336 139.980 “ 23. 780 Poole
Purbeck
311. 064 30. 930 16.343 - — 319. 742 39.891 “ “ Uest Dorset 
Ueyaiouth 6 Portland
172. 884 33. 227 6.983 9.300 - 337. 028 73. 833 - 3. 644 Uiaiborne
100. 346 71. 939 1.373
161.236 33. 998 1. 091
243. 976 18. 980 6.099
188.727 14.121 9. 068
163. 999 60. 626 3. 041
44. 133 10.330 964
103.633 13. 163 3. 131
494. 119 199. 269 18.323
- 4. 310 -
119, B79 61.832 30.471
163.616 43. 471 4. 146
196. 333 17. 341 27. 972
131. 669 13. 8 8 8 6 . 711
239. 607 17.637 3. 660
300. 132 6 6. 423 21. 388
179. 878 33. 437 2. 330
117.873 184. 308 4.712
92, 874 72. 031 8 . 269
236. 310 9. 386 13. 634
203.323 69. 376 6 . 163
347, 271 32.343 36. 301
116. 337 63. 342 33. 722
14. 779 1. 807 326
163. 800 7.000 2. 310
3. 403 30. 679 443
263. 704 33. 433 6 . 799
229.967 73. 816 9. 412
283. 364 17.660 9. 360
IB!.263 30. 828 3. 391
103. 833 10. B64 2. 274
111. 498 31. 671 8 . 344
133. 833 113. 038 8 . 670
144,647 11. 543 3. 348
547. 874 _ 6 . 639
231.273 14.363 8 . 213
171.633 19. 987 3. 614
171.890 11.963 3.093
143. 873 34. 613 3. 363
133. 390 34. 398 S. 031
230. 339 41. 729 17.030
269. 947 47. 6B2 13. 638
314. 613 138.311 29.288
207. 830 136. 824 8 . 702
370. 307 183. 442 44. 676
301. 324 2 1. 008 13. 003
173. 719 39. 204 13. 067
11.348
19.071
308. 016 
931. 432 
963.934 
834.066
731. 137 
339. 443 
393.069
.879. 392 
384.703 
337. 043 
739. 033
13. 060 
93. 331 
16. 130 
48. 068
II. 403 
3.030 
13. 091
63. 116 
38. 303
3.936
210
2. 630 
13. 273
OURHAM
Chetter-le-Btreat
Dariington
Derwentside
Durhaie
Easlngton
Sedgeficld
Teetdale
Near Valley
EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hastings
Hove
2 . 631 
17. 199
13. 163
26.710 
70. 000 
11.638
- 880. 846 8 8. 180 1. 130 4.331 Lewes
30 776.728 37.273 2. 333 6 . 790 Rother
1.032.306 78.677 1.379 Uealden
ESSEX
. - 1. 174. 747 116. 937 - 4.786 Basildon
- 723. 663 27. 321 43. 242 2.693 Braintree
— 643. 376 81.477 738 - - Brentwood
- . 616.662 30. 727 - - Castle Point
- 913. 473 142,780 370 9. 100 Chelmsford
- 1.073. 203 148. 037 2. 133 - Colchester
- 1.004. 131 31.033 - 683 Epping Forest
- 661. 236 62. 407 - 7.711 Harlow
323. 372 293. 134 26. 877 - - Mai don
- 343. 817 23. 313 68 - Rochford
160. 639 1. 333. 823 - - 13.726 Southend-on-Sea
- 1.030. 014 179. 309 1. 106 2. 499 Tendring
1. 114. 170 38. 887 Thurrock
Uttlesford
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
- 736. 219 77. 427 10.318 6.230 Che 1 tenhaai
- 303. 487 7. 739 - 306 Cotswold
- 474. 108 10. 362 2. 194 - Forest of Dean
- 323. 728 69. 480 - - Clouctster
- 730.389 14. 12B 4. 303 - Stroud
343. 659 13.273 Tewkesbury
HAMPSHIRE
- 1.414.027 19. 886 - 4.992 Basingstoke t Deane
- 631. 041 24. 649 - - East Hampshire
- 723. 681 59. 423 989 7. 310 Eastleigh
- 367.041 72. 116 1.296 - Farehaai
- 334.386 31.803 4. 416 6 . 671 Cosport
- 313.461 30. 647 1 .2 0 1 S. 040 Hart
- 939. 674 34.754 - 2 .0 0 1 Havant
41.343 1.303.807 99. 363 - 1.314 New Forest
- 1.403.843 306. 143 - - Portsmouth
- 988. 726 300. 373 2.814 - Rushmoor
- 1.812. 119 337. 806 8 . 327 25. 167 Southemp ton
- 1.016. 123 44, 377 37, 839 1. 773 Test Valley
1.974 713. 837 6 6. 343 3. 540 Uinchester
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
INCOME
SALES OF RECLAIMED WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM OTHER AUTHORITIES
Local Authority
Paptr
(85)
Abandoned
Vehicles
(86)
Glass
(87)
Oil
(88)
Ferrous
Metals
(89)
Non-
Ferrous
Metals
(90)
Other
Oil
Waste
Disposal
Authority
021
Other
local
authoritiai
(931
Total
Income
(94)
Total
Net
Expenditure
(95)
C C C C X C £ C C C C
NON-MET 0ISTRICTS-CNOLANO
DEVON 
East Dtvon 22. 567 713.656
Eitttr - - - - - - - - - 137. 534 480. 714
Mid Dtvon - 12 • ■ - - - - 2.486 - 13.002 312. 664
North Dtvon - 264 - . - - - - - - 81.225 498. 973
Plymouth - 1. 293 - - - - - - - 225.617 1# 823. 713
South Hams - 370 - - . — - - 13. 372 1.322 34.271 624. 063
Teignbridge - 3? - - - • - 2. 130 4.932 47. 693 632. 436
Torbay — 2. 043 — - - - — - - t19.788 1.005,669
Torridge - - - - - - - 550 2 0 .2 1 2 312. 119
West Dtvon - - * " “ - 3. 430 14.911 274.566
DORSET
Bournemouth 317 369. 628 1. 029. 509
Chri stchurch - - - - - - ■ - - - 27. 600 343.994
North Dorstt ' -• - — . - — - - - - 15. 304 210. 623
Pool* - 39 - - - - - - - 183.819 862.737
Purbtck 
Uest Dorstt 6.030 100 _ 36. 849 482. 893
Utymouth 4 Portland 
Wimbornt - - - - - - - - - 79. 477 457. 551
DURHAM
Chtsttr-It-Strttt 12.205 495. 811
Darlington - 114 - - 12 - - - 101.613 829, 839
Dtrwtntslde - - - — - - — - - 16. 340 946.594
Durham I6( 974 — 3. 627 — - • — • - 6 8. 269 765. 797
Easlngton
Stdgtfitld _ - 3. 303 _ —. 14.908 716.249
Tttstfalt - 10 - «• 224 - - S. 338 - 8 . 592 250.853
Wear Valley - - - - - - - 855 14. 194 580. 875
EAST SUSSEX 
Brighton . 25.000 334. 110 1. 545. 482
Eastbournt - - - • • - - • - . - - 384. 703
Hastings - - 2 0Q - - - - - - 70. 548 4B6.495
Hovt , - 1.040 764 - - - - - - 73.384 655.648
Ltwt* - - 303 303 - - - - 160 - - 94. 427 786.419
Rothtr - 233 930 - . - - — — - 47. 821 729. 107
Uealden - - 600 “ - - - ■ - - 80. 576 951. 730
ESSEX
Bas i1 don - 610 376 - - - • _ - 122. 909 1.071.840
Oraintrtt - - - - - - - - - 75. 458 848.207
Brentwood - 63 - - - - - - - 82.300 561,296
Castlt Point - - 62 ■ - - ■ - 74 - - 30. 863 585. 799
Chelmsford - - - - - - ~ - - 152.270 763. 205
Colchtsttr 42.313 — - - • — * - - 192. 705 882. 500
Epping Fortst - - 363 - - - - - 12. 104 - 64.385 939. 746
Harlow - 230 - - - - - - — 70. 368 590.808
Maldon - - - - . ■ - - ■ - - 26. B?7 266.227
Rochford - - 2 1 0 - - - - - 25. 799 518.018
Southtnd-on-Sta - 2.030 441 - - - _ - 5. 133 23. 358 1.229.467
Ttndring - - 69 - - - - - 182. 983 847. 031
Thurrock - - - - - - - - - 58, 887 1.055.303
llttlaaford
GLOUCESTERSHIRE 
Ch») tanham 
Cottwold 
Foreat of Dtan 
Clouc*ittr 
Stroud 
Towt efbury
HAMPSHIRE
Batingttok* l> Doan*
Ea«t Hampahlra
Eastleigh
Farrham
Coiport
Hart
Havant
Now Foreat
Portamouth
Ruthmoor
Southampton
Teat Valley
Uinchtater
6. 19S 
1,273 
I. 891 
9, 107
7. 994 
t. 679
102.575 
12.604 
14. 447
7B. 507 
36. 022 
16. 972
633. 644 
492.683 
459.661 
447. 141 
714.567 
528.687
” " - - - - - - 2 4 . 8 7 8 1 .3 8 9 .  149
- — ” - ~ - - - - 2 4 . 6 4 9 6 2 6 .3 9 2
~ - 8 . 119 " - - - - - 7 6 .0 4 3 6 4 9 . 6 3 8
“ ~ “ “ - - - - - 7 3 .4 1 2 4 9 3 . 6 2 9
“ 1 .2 5 9 - “ - - - - - 6 4 . 151 4 9 0 .2 3 5
“ ~ ~ ~ - - - - 5 6 . 8 8 8 4 5 0 .5 7 3
- - 4 .6 3 5 7 5 - - - - - 6 1 . 4 6 5 8 7 8 .2 0 9
2 0 8 12. 2 25 *• - - - 1. 304 15. 381 1 29 . 794 1. 1 7 6 . 0 1 5
“ “ ~ - - - - - 3 0 6 . 145 1 .0 9 9 .6 9 8
4 1 .3 0 6 - 160 3B4 - 56 2 . 2 8 6 5 .3 7 0 - 3 5 2 . 7 4 9 6 3 5 . 9 7 7
- 177 1 3 .8 7 6 to o - - - - - 4 0 5 .4 5 3 1. 4 0 6 . 6 6 6
- 1 ,4 0 4 7.615 - - - - - - 93. 230 922. 893
“ “ 5.353 “ - -  ' - - - 75. 238 638. 599
1983-84 ACTUALS
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 
ON REPLACEMENT VEHICLES
COSTS OF COLLECTION
e
COST PER TONNE
Revenue
(96)
Loan
(971
ac«3;7> «;
Renewals
Fund
(981
Lease
(99)
Gross
(1001
Net
(101)
Net cosi per 
domestic 
hereditament
(1021
Net cosi per 
headol 
population 
(103)
Waste
collected
headol
population
(1041 Local Authority
C'OOO COOO C'OOO C'OOO C C C C •"8
NON-MET DI5 TRICTS-ENCLAND
OEVON
_ 3 92 2 2. 11 21. 43 13. 31 6 . 38 307 East Devon
_ 33 23. 90 18. 38 13. 07 4. 72 244 Enter
_ _ 23. 34 24. 33 14. 12 3. 29 217 Hid Devon
_ <3 _ 34. 04 46. 30 16. 43 6 . 33 134 North Devon
_ 63 30. 28 26. 90 21. 24 7. 13 261 Plymouth
_ _ 33 24. 28 23. 06 20. 96 9. 18 397 South Hams
. _ _ _ 63 19.21 18. 00 16. 31 6. 33 366 Teignbridge
_ 138 31. 03 27. 33 21. 92 8 . 89 301 Torbay
_ 34 23. 66 22. 24 13. 88 6 . 41 283 Torf i dge
9 “ “ 22. 04 2 1. 16 16. 32 6 . 34 300 West Devon
DORSET
_ 119 _ 31.27 2 2. 68 17. 49 7. 10 296 Bournemouth
_ _ 33. 91 33 21 19. 13 8 . 34 233 Christchurch
_ 31 _ 1637 IS. 26 11. 18 4. 24 278 North Dorset
- 63 - 32. 97 27. 02 17. 14 7. 10 254 PoolePurbect
- - 63 . ~ 24. 88 23. 12 14. 60 3. 93 237 Uest Dorset Ueymouth 6 Portland
- ” “ 37 16. 92 14. 37 13. 77 6 . 39 436 Uimborne
DURHAM
__ . _ 4 30 29. 88 29 17 24. 33 9. 30 326 Chester-le-Street
_ _ 32. 80 29. 22 21. 73 8 . 32 283 Dariington
_ _ 33 23. 94 23. 30 27. 03 10 84 423 Derwentside
- - 37 34. 73 31. 91 24. 42 8. 64 271 DurhamEaslngton
_ _ 63 28. 12 27. 35 20. 38 7. 83 2B3 SedgeField
_ _ 23 _ 17. 87 17. 30 23. 47 1 0. 16 387 Teesdale
* “ ~ 21. 67 21. 19 22. 74 9. 03 427 Uear Valley
EAST SUSSEX
_ _ _ _ 43. 49 33 34 24. 48 10. 42 283 Brighton
_ _ _ 17. 37 17. 37 11. 34 4. 87 2B0 Eastbourne
_ _ 67 24.63 21. 43 13. 09 6 . 33 286 Hastings
6 6 _ _ ' - 27. 61 24 83 16. 40 7. 37 297 Hove
_ 43 - 44. 33 39. 76 23 84 9. 73 243 Lewes
_ _ - 34. 80 32. 63 20. BB 9. 33 282 Rother
- ” — 112 ee • • 19. 63 7. 81 ee Uealden
ESSEX
_ _ _ 62 21. 27 19. 09 IB. 71 6 . 86 339 Basildon
_ 73 _ 26. 20 24. 04 19. 81 7. 43 307 Braintree
34 _ 14. 97 13. 03 2 0. 91 7. 81 39B Brentwood_ _ ee ee IB. 09 6 82 • • Castle Point
_ . _ 130 23 36 19 64 14. 46 3. 33 271 CheImsford
_ _ 36 . - 32. 86 26. 63 17. 40 6. 30 2 2 2 Colchester
_ _ 10 - 30. 43 28 48 20. 93 8 . 18 287 Epping Forest
_ 2? _ 29. 72 26. 36 2 0 62 7. 38 283 Harlow
_ _ _ ee • « 13 90 3. 41 a* Maldon
_ _ 68 _ 23. 13 23 94 18 75 6 . 93 289 RochFord
_ _ - 24. 33 24 17 IB. 92 7. 80 324 Southend-on-Sea
_ - 18 101 29. 03 23. 87 16. 20 7. 26 304 Tendring
32 31. 12 29 48 23 09 8 42 286 Thurroct
Uttlesford
CLOUCEBTERSHIRE
_ _ - 63 29. 94 23 67 IB 19 7. 37 279 Cheltenham
- 33 27 43 26 93 17. 99 7. 01 262 Cotswold
_ ' _ - - 21. 91 21. 24 16 74 6 . 30 293 Forest of Dean
_ - - - 2 0 06 16. 96 13 24 4. 83 273 Gloucester
1 - - 74 28 94 27. 33 IB 09 6 . 96 233 Stroud
'
71 ee • • 17 28 6 . 46 ee Tewkesbury
HAMPSHIRE
_ _ - - 42. 09 41. 35 28. 89 10. 37 231 Basingstoke l> Deane
_ 64 - - 2B. 28 27. 20 IB. 57 6 . 69 244 East Hampshire
_ _ - - IS. 13 13. 37 17. 8 6 6 . 77 499 Eastleigh
_ _ - 34 13. SO 11.. 73 14. 79 3. 44 463 Fereham
_ - - - 23 70 20 89 16 89 6 36 296 Cosport
_ - - - 2 2 86 20. 34 17. 8 8 3. 94 292 Hart
_ _ - - 29 36 27. 44 20. 24 7. 33 273 Havant
_ - - - 32. 80 29. 86 19. 46 7 89 262 New Forest
_ - 104 - 23. 24 18 IB 16. 13 3. 74 316 Portsmouth
_ _ 132 - 32. 71 2 0. IS 26 13 8 . 01 354 Tushmoor
_ - - 134 29. 27 22. 72 18 2 0 6 . 82 300 Southampton
_ - - 97 39. 16 33. 32 28 11 9. 6 6 269 Test Valley
- - - 120 33. 96 30. 38 19. 21 6 . 92 22B Uinchester
LCCai ^umutny
NON-MET DI9TR1CTS-ENCLAND
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
Bromsgrove
Heraford
Leominster
Malvern Hills
Redditch
South Herefordshire 
Uormtir 
Wgchsvon 
Wgre Forsst
HERTFORDSHIRE
Brosbourne
Dacorum
East Hertfordshire 
H«rtsaara
North Hertfordshire 
St Albans 
Stevenage 
Thraa Rlvart 
Watford
Welwgn Hatfield
HUMBERSIDE 
'Beverleg 
Doothferrg 
Cleetharpes 
East Yorkshire 
Clanford 
Crcat Crimsbg 
Holdarnass 
Kingston-upon-Hull 
Scunthorpa
ISLE OF UICHT 
Madina 
South Ulght
KENT 
Ash ford 
Cantarburg 
Dart ford 
Dovar
Ci11 Ingham
Cravasham
Maidstona
Rochastar upon Medwag
Savanoaks
Shapwag
Swat a
Thanat
Tonbridga l> Mailing 
Tunbridga Walls
LANCASHIRE
Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnlag
Chorlag
Fglda
Hgndburn
Lancastar
Pendle
Praston
Ribbla Vallag
Rossandala
South Ribbla
Wast Lancashlra
Wgra
POPULATION & AREA NUMBER OF HEREDITAMENTS
WASTE COLLE 
- BY WEIGI
CTED
IT
Population
at
30.6.83
(11
Area
(2)
Density
of
population
at
30.6.83
(31
Domestic
(4)
Commercial
(51
Industrial
(61
Other
<71
Total
weight
olall
waft*
(8)
Actual 
or est­
imated 
weight 
of all
(9)
Est­
imated
%
of waste
aia'jhwv
(10)
% OF TOTAL 
WASTE COLLECTED 
BY CONTRACTORS
Routine
collect-
Icr.s
(11)
Abnormal
clrcum-
(12)
’000 hectares per hectare tonnea % % %
8 8. 2 21.974 4. 01 31.807 4.809 199 739 aa aa aa
. _
47. 8 2. 036 23. 48 18. 199 4, 118 60 333 11.900 E 2 • —
37. 4 93. 133 0. 40 14. 882 1.929 93 766 13.000 E - ■ - —
89. 9 90.242 0. 93 32.937 3. 999 2 0 2 1. 229 30. 000 E 30 . 9 —
70. 9 9.427 12. 99 23.879 4. 997 488 343 2 0 . 100 E 33 4
46. 9 90, 433 0. 32 17. 809 1.884 141 883 12.330 E - I •
76. 0 3. 181 23. 89 28.817 3. 220 184 300 20. 743 A 100 —
99. 9 66.612 1. 44 36, 347 3. 923 228 1. 108 aa ’ aa - •
92. 2 19. 370 4.71 33.213 9. 196 243 767 2 0 .0 0 0 E - 2
79. 7 9. 229 13.29 29. 243 6.829 196 477 21.319 A 100 - -*
132. 3 21. 003 6. 30 48. 943 14. 343 229 748 33. 306 A 92 - •
113. 7 47.719 2 . 38 40. 933 8 . 642 303 979 31.896 A 92
109. 6 37, 368 2. 93 40. 704 10. 026 319 808 28. 348 E 8 > -
126. 6 16. 126 7. 83 43. 838 10. 397 233 770 31.243 A 100 . -. " .
73. 7 2. 332 29. 90 27.027 10. 744 93 230 20. 340 E 90 “
79. 3 8 . 792 9. 06 27. 938 9. 006 108 427 18. 389 A 100 “*
73. 9 2. 144 33. 40 27.824 6. 233 289 330 26. 122 A 100
94. 2 12. 763 7. 38 33.014 1 0. 312 174 371 24. 000 E 10
107. 3 40. 436 2 . 63 40. 279 3. 766 134 667 39. 000 E 60 - -
6 8. 6 16. 422 4. 18 23. 683 2 . 303 67 343 26.020 E 83 - -
76. 2 104. 367 0. 73 31. 273 4. 217 134 941 2 0. 000 E 2 0 - -
67. 4 37. 983 1. 16 23. 613 2. 729 91 374 21.203 E 6 - —
92 4 2.803 32. 94 34.233 3. 917 290 333 32.662 E 81 -
47. 0 34. 036 0. 87 18. 316 2,038 42 332 13. 000 E - - _
269. 1 7. 101 37. 90 103. 339 17, 310 684 1.371 • a aa aa *" —
63. 0 3.376 19. 23 - 24. 431 3, 646 73 324 23. 000 E 80 ** **
6 8. 0  
91. 8
11.719 
26. 331
9. 80 
1. 97
28. 039 
21.330
4. 601 
3. 476
139
73
1.048
870
19. 186 
19.000
90
30
87. 8 38. 034 1. 31 33. 600 7. 298
123. 8 31. 036 3. 99 47. 914 7. 976
77. 2 6 . 988 11.03 27. 987 4. 166
1 0 2. 8 31. 193 3. 30 39. 738 6 . 444
94 1 3. 240 29 04 34. 304 6.814
93. 6 10. 003 9. 36 34. 968 6. 019
131. 3 39. 449 3 33 47. 701 8 . 448
146. 2 13.997 9. 14 32.861 10. 337
8 6. 8 33.691 2. 43 36.243 6.814
1 1 0. 2 36. 903 2. 99 43. 761 7. 341
121. 4 10. 313 11. 77 49. 913 8 . 478
99. 3 24. 020 4. 13 33. 494 3. 703
98. 6 33,033 2. 98 36. 773 6. 393
142. 2 13. 723 10. 36 33. 982 10.263
146. 4 3. 498 41. 83 36. 263 12. 331
92. 2 11.738 7. 84 36.897 6. 313
91. 3 20. 490 4. 47 34. 792 3. 804
69. 2 16. 301 4. 19 27. 412 4.268
78. 9 7. 313 10. 79 31.400 3. 361
126. 8 37.671 2 . 2 0 47.283 6. 792
83. 2 16. 817 9. 07 33.239 7, 633
123. 2 14.239 8 . 79 48. 404 7.027
91. 8 37. 917 0. 89 18.612 2. 737
64. 2 13. 811 4. 63 29. 927 3. 990
98. 0 11. 109 8 . 82 36. 623 2. 977
107. 6 33. 163 3. 24 38. 948 4. 431
98. 4 2B, 332 3. 47 39.444 4.036
173 724 22.440 E 2 0 -
143 993 43. 140 E 3 -
198 371 23. 197 A 100 -
170 914 26. OOO E - -
94 363 2 1. 000 E ■ aa -
91 404 28. 030 E - -
186 1. 116 39.743 A 100 -
208 769 46. 300 E 40 —
143 833 2 2. 100 E 30 -
269 846 aa aa - aa aa
132 913 43. 366 A t o o —
138 379 28. 172 E 92 —
84 1. 023 37. 960 E 11
604 946 40. 600 E _ _
298 697 36. 700 E 74 -
338 613 30. 873 E 8 6 -
132 330 26. BOO E 2 -
131 607 19. 567 A 100 -
351 471 24. 400 E - 2
164 1. 433 36. 300 E - -
403 628 30. 000 ■ E - 1
162 852 36. 900 A 9B -
130 623 16. 840 E 30 -
413 369 21.300 E - a
ISO 460 26. 600 E SO -
299 627 31.830 E - -
337 800 aa aa aa *•
WASTE COLLECTED 
- B Y  TYPE
WASTE COLLECTED 
-  BY METHOD OF STORAGE
METHODS OF COLLECTION
HOUSEHOLD WASTE
House­
hold
waste
(131
Com­
mercial
waste
(141
Indust­
rial
waste
(IS)
Contained
in
dustbins
(161
Contained
in
dispos­
able
sacks
(17)
Contained 
in bulk 
storage 
containers
(18)
Other
(19)
Backdoor
collect
&
return
(20)
Kerbsida
(211
Other
collect
&
return
(22)
Skep
(23)
Other
normal
methods
(24)
Special
collections
(25) Local A uthority
7 3
90
90
ee
9280
91 
9 0
% % % % % • % % %
aa aa aa aa aa aa 98
23 _ 73 - 23 - 100 -
10 - - 100 - - 83 13
10 - 73 23 - - 70 —
12 - - 79 - 21 97 —
6 2 10 80 - 10 92 ■*
12 - 83 3 11 1 23 A
9 _ 28 70 2 - 100 -
9 I 93 2 3 - 2 —
88 2 10 - 91 - 9'
80 12 8 - 8 2 16
92 a - “ 97 3
83 13 _ - 83 tt
86 13 1 - 92 8
79 21 - - 33 40
93 - 7 1 84 14
74 26 - 81 ---------1 19
80 20 - 8 0 - 2 0
100
8 0
100
90
80
99
97
80 20 - 6 80 13 1 100
86 14 _ _ 72 10 17 73
90 7 3 — 90 10 - 100
76 24 - - 77 21 2 97
81 18 1 66 - 14 2 0 27
90 8 2 97 3 - - 100
94 6 — aa - ae - 94
90 10 - 63 3 12 2 0 93
80 20 90 10 _ _ 80
B3 14 1 63 30 3 "
70
94 6 --- 1 48 2 ' 4 46 1
86 10 4 - 78 12 10 3
72 20 8 3 72 10 13
97 3 - 83 10 3 - 10
B3 10 3 30 ’ 30 13 3 -
92 8 - - 99 1 - 92
81 19 - 12 39 21 8 83
93 3 - 73 20 3 “ —
96 4 _ _ 84 16 - -
ee ee ae aa ee ee aa ee
94 6 - 83 12 3 - 31
90 to - - 90 10 - -
92 7 1 74 4 13 7
91 8 1 _ 80 13 3 -
70 30 - 66 20 14 - 84
90 7 1 40 43 3 14 82
93 6 1 87 - 8 3 98
80 20 — 68 11 16 3 B2
87 13 — 30 37 2 11 96
83 16 1 - 87 10 3 98
87 10 3 - 92 3 3 100
80 17 3 72 7 3 16 90
95 4 1 73 23 - - 99
90 9 1 70 20 10 95
83 13 2 83 - 17 - 100
91 8 1 - . 88 12 76
aa aa aa aa aa aa aa aa
10
2
8 3
2 8
8830
24
78
NON-MET DISTRICTB-ENCLANO
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
- - a Broiasgrove
- — — Htrtforl
- - Laoainstar
30 - - Malvarn Hill*
- - 3 Rsddltch
- - - South Harefordsliira
67 2 - Uorcootir
- - - Wychavon
92 3 3 Wyre Foraat
HERTFORDSHIRE
- - - Broihourna
- - — Dacorua
IB 2 East Hertfordshire
Hertsaere
- North Hertfordshire
- 6 2 St Albans
- 9 13 Stevenage
- - l Thrae Rlvara
- 3 — Watford
90 3 3 Welwyn Hatfield
HUMBERSIDE
- - - Beverley
Booth ferry
- to 13 Claathorpaa
- East Yorkshire
- - 3 Clanford
27 22 24 Craat Crlasby
- - - Holdarnasa
- — 6 Kingston-upon-Hull
- - 3  Scunthorpe
ISLE OF WICHT 
10 Madina 
23 1 1 South Wight
KENT
- 1 2 Ashford
- - 12 Canterbury
- 70 2 Dartford
- - 2 Dover
- |0 3 Ci11ingham
- 8 — Cravashaia
10 6 1 Maidstone
- - 4 Rochester upon Medway •
Sevanoats
- 3 | Shapway
aa aa aa Swale
16 4 4 Thanat
17 3 Tonbridge l> Mailing
7 8 - 2  Tunbridge Walla
LANCASHIRE
- - - Blactburn
- 14 2 Blactpool
3 13 Burnley
- - 2 Chorley
10 8 Fylda
- — 4 Hyndburn
- 1 1  Lancaster
- - - Fendle
- - 2 Preston
- 1 Ribbla Valley
- - 3 Rossandala
- - - South Ribbla
- - 2 West Lancashire
aa aa aa Wyre
METHODS OF COLLECTION NUMBER OF DISPOSABLE SACKS USEO
COMMERCIAL WASTE
Local Authority
Backdoor
collect
&
return
<261
Ketbsida
(27)
Other
collect
&
<281
CL.a
(291
Other
normal
iHGUiuui
<30)
a
Special
collection*
131)
Collection
system
ISee
Notes)
(321
Paper
(33)
Plastic
(34)
NON-MET DISTRICTS-ENCLAND
% *'• % % % % 000 •ooo
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
8rom*grova too - - ■ - - - T ■ - -
Hereford 100 - - - - - T - -
laominstar 90 10 - - . - — ■ T - 930
hitvtrn Hill* 80 10 10 - - - T - 800
Peddltch SO - - - 80 - T - 2. 300
South Herefordshire 100 - - - - - T - 1. 103
Worcester - ■ - - 30 30 - T - - -
Wychavon 100 - - - - - T - 1.920
Wyre Forest - - - 30 *3 3 T - 32
HERTFORDSHIRE .
Broibourne 84 - - 12 4 T — 2. 360
Decorum 33 - - 60 7 T - 2 . 280
East Hertfordshire 
Hirtiniri
IB 70 ” • - <2 T 2. 386
North Hertfordthlr* 73 - - - 23 - B - 2 . 800
St Albans 93 . - - - 6 1 T - 4. 330
Stevenage 40 - ■ - - 33 3 T - 2. 048
Thra* Rivers 30 - - - 60 2 T - 2. 140
Watford - — - - 100 — T - -
Wa1uyn Hatfla Id - - 13 80 3 T -
HUMBERSIDE
Beverley
Boothferry
100 - “ “ ~ “ C ■ - 3. 600
Claathorpes 27 - - - 61 12 T - 1.884
Ea* t Yorkshire too - - - - - T — 2 . 0 0 0
C1 an ford 13 - - - • 87 - T - 2. 187
Croat Crimtby 14 - - 13 6 8 3 T - -
Holdarnes* too - - - ■ - ' . - . T - 30
Kingston-upon-Hul1 60 - - - 40 - B - -
Scunthorpe 97 - . * - 3 T - 90
ISLE OF WICHT
Madina - 100 - - T - 30
South Wight 
KENT
70 13 10 3 T 1 16
A*hford / 3 24 - - 71 - T - 60
Canterbury - 80 - - 20 - T - 4.923
Dartford 66 - - 34 - - T - 2 . 162
Dover 10 90 - - . - - T - 313
Ci1 I Ingham - 60 2 0 20 - T - 40
Cravesham 50 - - - SO - T - 31
Ma i d * tone 10 - - - 89 1 T - 4.441
Rochester upon Madway 
Sevanoaks
“ 100 “ “ T 372 83
Sh apuay - 93 - 3 - - T - 2. 300
Swale a* aa aa • • a* a* a* a* - aa
Thanet 34 8 30 - 8 - B - 30
Tonbridge l< Mailing - - - to o - - T - 2. 390
Tunbridge Wall* 40 2 0 - 10 30 - D 44
LANCASHIRE
Blackburn - - to o - - - T - 4, 600
Blackpool 06 - - - 13 1 B - 973
Burnley 33 - - - 13 30 B - 1. 430
Chorley 100 - - - - - T -' 36
Fy Ida 63 - - - 30 3 B - -
Hyndburn 07 - - - • 13 - T - . 369
Lancnttr 60 - - - 40 - T - 4. 000
Pandlr 70 - - - 21 1 T - 2. 833
Pretton 73 2 0 3 - - 2 T - 330
RibbleVelley 100 - ■ - - • - ■ - T - 340
Rossrndale 100 - - - - T 37 750
South Ribbla 100 - - - - - B - - 6 8
West LanctshIre 2 60 30 - - T - 3. 120
Wyra a* aa aa • « aa aa T a* a*
*
NUMBER OF 
BULK STORAGE 
CONTAINERS
PROVISION OF 
DUSTBINS' 
SACKHOLDERS
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION PER WEEK
NORMAL HOUSEHOLO 
WASTE
COMMERCIAL
WASTE
W ith W ithout
Charge
(See Twice Less than Twice
Once
Less than
compaction compaction Notes) Number or more Once once or more once
(331 (361 (37) 138) (39) (40) (41) (42) . (43) (44)
% % % % % %
e* N 101 100 100
_ 207 N - - 100 - 13 8 3 -
_ - N - - 37 43 - 93 3
- _ _ N 2 0 - 83 13 2 0 6 0 2 0
_ - F 1 .0 7 2 - to o - 27 73 -
_ N 8 B * s *  - * * 1 9 9 -
_ 300 N - - 100 - 40 60 -
_ _ C - - 100 - - 100 ■ ~
- - C 187 100 — 3 9 7
3. 232 N
_ t o o _ _ 100 _
1 .2 0 9 N - - t o o - 3 3 60 7
- 221 N - to o “ 1 99 —
_ 199 F 3 0 8 100 - 10 9 0 -
_ 3 60 N - 4 96 - 3 93 ~
_ 2B0 N - - 100 - 38 62 . “  .
_ 492 N - - 100 - 43 33 —
_ 830 C - - 100 - 17 8 3 -
- 300 N 1. 132 - to o 30 30
- 230 N - - to o - 10 9 0 -
_ 504 C 6 1 99 - 16 84 -
- 1 .0 5 5 C # * - 100 - 10 9 0
_ 63 C 31 - 100 - 2 98 -
_ 3 6 2 F 2 .6 8 3 — 100 - 7 B3 10
_ - N - - 100 - 10 9 0 -_ - N - - to o - 33 6 0 3
- 2 80 N - - 100 10 90 '
N _ _ t o o _ BO 20 _
- 13 F 10 - 9 8 2 13 83 -
Local Authority
- 92 C
- 33 N
i 54 N
- 100 N
- 120 N
- 300 C
2 1. 487 C
230 N
- - N
** ee **
- 376 N
- 800 N
- 323 N
IS
104
100
73
100
100
100
100100
100
to o
**
100100100
7010
3
10
3
10
13
40
30
70
77
7093
90Q3
60
BB
90100
NON-MET DI8TRICTS-ENOLAN0
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER 
Bromsgrov*
Hereford 
Leominster 
Malvern Hill*
Hedditch
South Herefordshire 
Worcester 
Wychavon 
Wyre Forest
HERTFORDSHIRE
Broibourne
Decorum
East Hertfordshire
Hertsmere
North Hertfordshire 
St Albans
Stevenage 
Three Rivers 
Watford
Weluyn Hatfield
HUMBERSIDE
Beverley
Boothferry
Cleethorpes
East Yorkshire
Clanford
Great Crimsby
Holderness
Kingston-upon-Hul1
Scunthorpe
ISLE OF W1CHT 
Medina 
South Wight
KENT
Ashford
Canterbury
Dartford
Dover
Cillinghaie 
Oraveshais 
Mai ds ton*
Rochester upon Medway
Sevenoaks
Shepway
Swale
Thanet
Tonbridge l< Mailing 
Tunbridge Wei 1s
LANCASHIRE
9 390 F 2 . 600 - to o - 3 94 1 Blackburn
- 1. 320 C - - 100 - 20 80 - Blackpool
1 110 C 84 3 93 - 33 43 “ Burn!*y
1 370 c - - 100 - - 100 - Chorley
- 414 c 244 - 100 - t o 90 - Fyld*
1 - c 613 - 100 - 4 96 - Hyndburn
_ 693 c - - 100 - 20 80 - Lancaster
- 144 C 84 - 98 2 23 73 -  ■ Pendl*
_ 450 c - - 100 - 2 0 80 - Preston
_ - N - - too - - too - Ribbl* Valley
_ - F 2.990 - 93 3 13 85 - Rossendale
770 C - - 100 - 3 93 - South Ribbl*
_ - C 70 - 100 - . - 100 - West Lancashire
■ * ** c e* ** ** ** e* ** ** Wyre
Local Authority
NUMBER OF 
BOTTLE BANKS
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority 
(451
Other
(461
WASTE OIL 
COLLECTION 
POINTS
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority 
(47)
Other
(eg.
garaged
(48)
AMOUNT OF WASTE
Paper
(49)
Abandoned
Vehicles
150)
Glass
ISO
Oil
(52)
Metals
(53)
'000 litres
NON-MET 0I8TR ICT8-ENCLAND
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER 
Bromsgrov*
Hereford 
Leominster 
Malvern Hills 
Redd 1 tch
South Herefordshire 
Worcester 
Wychavon 
Wyre Forest
HERTFORDSHIRE
Brosbourn*
Decorum
East Hertfordshire' 
Hertsmer*
North Hertfordshire 
St Albans 
Stevenage 
Three Rivers 
Watford
Welwyn Hatfield
HUMBERSIDE
Beverley
Boothferry
Cleethorpes
East Yorlshire
Cl an ford
Great Orlmsby
Holderness
Kingston-upon-Hull
Scunthorpe
ISLE OF WIGHT 
, Med in*
South Wight
KENT 
Ash ford 
Canterbury 
Oartford 
Dover
Gillingham
Cravcsham
Maidstone
Rochester upon Medway 
Sevenoats
Shepuay 
Sua 1 e 
Thanbt
Tonbridge l< Mailing 
Tunbridge Well*
LANCASHIRE
Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnley
Chorley
Fyldt
Hyndburn
Lancaster
Pendle
Preston *
Ribbl* Valley 
Rossendale 
South Ribbl*
West Lancashire 
Wyre
14
22
7
9
IB
2013
I1
9
10
21
27
3
30
433
41
II
9
e
10
33
20
B3
31
106
228
226
126
40
81
70
43
42
48
17
34
60
170
8480
23
70
160
33
60
HO
*•
9B10
94
17
29 
57 
83
30 
II
45
305
93
48
46
313
333
303
666
630
323
312
331
80
172
195
169
300
139
39
216
360
364
194
130
99
437
126100
60
90
369
42
1983-84 ACTUALS 354
RECLAIMED
NUMBER OF LOCAL AUTHORITY'S 
COLLECTION VEHICLES
NUMBER OF CONTRACTORS 
COLLECTION VEHICLES
Local Authority
Non-Ferrous
Metals
(54)
Other
1551
SPECIALIST
General
purpose
(58)
Total
(59)
SPECIALIST
General
purpose
(62)
ToUl
(63)
With
compaction
(56)
Without
compaction
(57)
With
compaction
(60)
Without
compaction
(61)
tonnes tonnes
NON-NET D13TR1CT8-CN0LAN0
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
. _ 13 1 1 13 - - - - Bromsgrova
8 - ’ 8 . - • - .■ - Hereford
_ A _ _ - 6 • - — - - Leominster
* 13 - - 13 - - 2 2 Nelvarn Hills_ - 0 _ 1 9 _ 1 - 1 Radditch
11 11 - 1 - 1 South Herefordshire ,
- 11 _ - It - - - Worcester
- 17 - 1 18 - - - Wychavon
- - 17 1 1 19 - “ - - Wyre Forest
HERTFORDSHIRE
11 * - - 11 - - - Broibourne
1 3 31 _ ■ 2 2 - - - - Decorum
13 2 - 13 - ' - - - . East Hertfordshire
Hartsmara
.. _ 18 • 3 21 - - - - North Hertfordshire
_ .. 17 2 1 20 - - - - St Albans
. 8 2 - 10 - - ■ - - Stevenage
- 14 1 16 •• ee aa «« Three Rivers
_ * 13 2 1 18 - - - • - Watford
- - 19 - 1 16 - - “ Welwyn Hatfield
HUMBERSIDE
_ - 17 _ 1 18 - - - - Beverley
Boothferry
* 13 2 — 17 - ' — — — Cleethorpes
_ 17 18 - - - - East Yorkshire
10 • 2 12 - — - - Clanford
_ • 13 - 2 17 ■ - - - - ■ Creat Grimsby
_ «. • 14 - ' — 14 — — - — Holderness
_ . 38 9 13 82 - - - - Kingston-upon-Hul1
- - 14 1 3 18 - - “ Scunthorpe
ISLE OF WIGHT
_ 12 - 3 13 - - - - Nedina
- 13 - 1 14 “ “ South Wight
KENT
_ - 12 - 2 14 - - - . - Ashford
_ 16 2 3 23 - - - — Canterbury
8 2 11 - - - - Dartford
_ - 12 - 13 - - - - ■ Dover
- - 9 - 10 - - - - Gillingham
- _ 12 - 13 - - - Gravesham„ 18 2 2 2 2 - • . - — Ha i d s tone
. _ 11 3 10 26 - - ■ - - Rochester upon Hedway
Sevenoaks
170 - 8 - 2 to - - - - Shepway
ee #• ee • • aa ee ee ee aa aa Swale
_ - SO • t 21 - - — — Thanet
13 - - 13 - - - . - Tonbridge It Hailing
“ - 19 - 2 0 - “ " “ Tunbridge Welts
LANCASHIRE
_ . 19 1 4 24 - - - Blackburn
- - 32 - 33 - - - - Blackpool
- . - 13 t 4 18 — — - — Burnley
- 16 _ 4 2 0 - — - - Chorley
- • 13 - 14 - - - - Fylde
- • 9 4 - 13 ee •• aa aa . Hyndburn
- 19 - - 19 - - - - Lancaster
_ ~ 13 - 3 16 •• »« aa a# Pcndle
M - 16 1 3 2 0 — - ' - - Preston
13 3 1 17 - - - - Rlbble Valley
• - 13 2 2 19 •• •a aa aa Rossendale
• IB . _ IB - - - . - South R i bb I a
- - 18 - - 18 - - - West Lancashire
ee ee • • • • • a - - - “ Wyre
LOCAL AUTHORITY STAFF EMPLOYED AT Jl.3.84 EXPEND TURE
Vehicle
Technical
&
Contract­
ors'
manual
Provision
o l Provision
Drivers Loaders
Drivers'
L o d s r ;
Other main­
tenance
administ­
rative Total
employ­
ees Employoes
Premises'
depots
uiSpGidUIS
sacks
01
dustbins
Local Authority (G4| (65) (661 (67) (68) (69) (70) (71) (72) (73) (74) (75)
NON-HET DISTRICT8-EN0LAND
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
Bromsgrove
Hereford
Leominster
Malvern Hill*
Redditch
South Herefordshire 
Worcester 
Uychavon 
Wyre Forest
a 37 3
4 23 2
9 16 -
2 33 I t
6 22 ■ -
9 IB 3
- 26 11
1 47 13
- 37 11
91
32 
21
33 
31 
31 
3? 
69 37
_ 4 3 7 . 341 2 3 . 318 - 6 1 0
- 3 1 4 .6 1 9 4. 673 2 8 2
- 144. 163 7. 164 2 2 . 3 3 0 -
4 4 I3 .B 3 7 3 2 . 6 0 3 2 6 . 001 -
a 3 0 7 . 327 -  . 6 0 . 8 3 3 4. 103
• 2 3 7 . 8 63 12. 8 3 0 2 3 .6 9 3 30
- 3 41 . 173 6 . 041 - -
- 337. 8 63 2 7 . 3 6 8 7 3 . 0 7 6 "
- 4 4 7 .8 8 7 3 3 . 9 3 3 - ; "
HERTFORDSHIRE
Broibourne
Decorum
East Hertfordshire
H«rt«m«rt
North Hertfordshire 
St Albani 
Stevenage 
Thraa Rlvara 
Watford
Welwyn Hatfield
8 17 _ _ 2 4 31 - 301.668 17.700 76. 308
33 34 1 4 3 77 - 482. 870 334.791 74. 341
- 29 21 - 1 3 54 - 347. 441 - 74. 149
39 33 _ 3 . 4 79 _ ■ 327. 333 17. 440 69, 414
_ 31 27 - 2 4 64 - . 473- 304 9.832 93. 901
_ 12 14 - 3 3 32 - 263.011 37. 140 81. 318
_ 26 18 1 - 4 49 • a 437. 383 20. 896 37.867
_ 27 22 3 4 ■ - 36 - 483.912 11. 936 13.004
- 2 2 24 - 4 ' 3 93 - 487. 236 30. 470 1. 362
HUMBERSIDE
Beverley
Booth ferry
Cleethorpes
East Yorkshire
Clanford
Crtat Crim»by
Holderness
Kingston-upon-Hul1
Scunthorpa
ISLE OF WIGHT 
Medina 
South Wight
11 34 7 - 3 3 80 - 312. 136 “ 111.284 -
_ 34 13 1 4 3 33 _ 423.637 18. 233 46. 022 839
12 37 2 4 53 - 430. 934 387 73. 371
10 17 4 _ 2 2 33 - - 269. 090 3. 032 38, 367 “
11 47 3 9 2 2 74 - 373.236 11. 063 - 16. 133
26 11 - 1 - 38 - 323. 486 47. 263 2.119 —
72 149 _ 3 4 17 243 - 1.683. 347 144. 030 - —
10 37 8 - 2 1 58 " 411.813 25. 948 3.217
a 30 1 _ 1 40 _ 328. 110 10. 031 - -
2 2 12 - - 3 37 - 280.414 3. 098 4. 633
Ashford ' 23 12 - 2 2 37
Cantarbury - 2 0 16 2 3 4 43
Oartford 10 21 - 4 - - 33
Dover - 19 9 - 1 2 31
Gillingham 7 14 - - 2 3 26
Oravasham 7 27 3 - - 1 1 37
Maidstone 19 48 1 3 4 3 0 0
Rochester upon Medway 
Sevenoaks
12 33 1 — 5 7 33
Shipway 6 13 - 9 3 3 34
Swale aa aa aa aa aa aa ee
Thanet 1 37 14 - 2 3 37
Tonbridge 6 Mailing 11 31 2 - 6 2 32
Tunbridge Wells - 38 19 " 4 3 64
3 2 8 . 741 10. 3 02 7 . 2 03 6 .6 1 8
376 . 731 3 8 . 4 7 2 1 33 . 163 -
2 22 . 304 3. 138 8 3 .6 3 8 -
2 4 4 .1 2 1 3 5 . 8 8 5 1 3 .8 1 8
2 38 . 262 12. 116 - -
3 3 0 . 167 6 . 9 3 0 7 7 . 6 8 8 38
6 3 5 . 876 3 2 . 9 1 8 132. 432 -
410 . 703 7, 123 6 0 . 2 3 9 —
1 8 7 .2 8 3 2 6 . 861 100. 3 0 9 -
3 76 . 002 - 100 . 4 3 8
3 83 . 336 37. 8 1 9 1. 300 -
4 6 3 .0 7 2 2 8 . 3 8 3 8 3 . 8 3 3 -
4 8 7 . 204 1. 8 64 1 1 .2 0 8
LANCASHIRE
Blackburn - 67 24
Blackpool - 76 21
Burnley 10 41 3
Chorley - 31 16
Fy Ida 13 32 -
Hyndburn 7 31 4
Lancaster 2 33 16
Pcndle 7 30 4
Preston 2 2 35 -
Ribble Valley - 27 17
Rossendale 4 33 10
South Ribble 13 48 4
West Lancashire 13 31 2
Wyre aa aa aa
— 8 99 - 833. 204-- 133. 946— ------- 1
- - 97 - 887.631 11.973 36. 038 —
3 4 63 - 464.931 37. 739 41.868 2. 707
1 3 73 - 523. 860 18. 370 3 1.040
4 3 34 - 397.468 10. 885 500 1.908
- 4 46 aa 337. 773 28.867 12.017 2.884
4 4 81 - - 399. 256 23.045 132. 172 -
3 3 47 aa 496. B28 33.258 77, 761 389
- 8 85 - 372.519 7. 020 14.130 . -
3 - 51 - 353.633 8 . 990 16. 279 -
- - 47 aa 407.885 20. 931 28. 312 11.871
6 6 77 - 596. 121 17. 041 652 -
4 - 4 74 - 532.631 8 . 765 124. 149 403
aa aa aa - 368, 193 IB. 802 94.632 6 . 996
1983-84 ACTUALS 35£
EXPENDITURE INCOME
AGENCY SERVICES COLLECTION SERVICES
Transport 
&  moveable 
plant
Establishment
expenses
Other
running
expenses
Other
local
authorities Contractors
Gross
Expenditure
Commercial
waste
Bulky
household
w atte Other
176) 1771 (78) (79) (80) (81) (82) (831 (84) Local Authority
C E C C C C C C C
NON-MET DIBTRICTB-ENCi.ANO
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
184. 371 36. 493 17. 137 - - 721.672 31. 396 1.636 3. 303 Broasgrove
SB. OBO 18. 163 11. 439 - - 407.243 43.260 - - Hereford
31. 496 1. 644 619 - - 227.638 2. 034 ■ - - Leoainster
I36.00B 14.340 431 - 40. 044 692. 104 13. 370 1. 883 - Malvern Hills
143. 170 33. 264 - - 13. 777 363. 694 36.038 2. 093 13. 777 Redditch
103.677 3. 401 1.339 - 6.344 393,417 9. 273 - - South Herefordshire
137.933 73. 330 1 0.3B1 - - 338. B79 36. 470 - - Worcester
23B. 706 4. 917 10. 716 - - 912.646 13.687 380 - Wychavon
173.600 13. 030 B. 032 - - 670.302 42. 043 - 60S Wyre Forest
HERTFORDSHIRE
1 3 3 .9 6 4 1 7 .6 3 1 _ _ - 3 6 9 .2 7 1 3 3 . 9 8 8 831 1 .3 3 4 Droibourne
2 3 7 . 181 9 3 . 6 1 7 4 .2 9 7 — — 1 .2 4 9 .0 9 7 143 . 6 0 0 3. 320 4 .0 0 8 Decorum
1 3 3 .0 8 3 7 9 . 2 4 0 3 .6 7 6 - ■ - 6 3 9 .3 9 1 3 3 . 0 8 2 17. 746 3 . 3 76 East Hertfordshire
Hertsaere
189. 3 33 7 8 . 127 10. 840 - - 9 0 4 .6 9 9 9 . 7 70 2 .0 4 2 3 3 . 790 North Hertfordshire
2 0 1, 711 3 8. 8 1 0 13. 380 - - 8 7 3 . 0 38 107 . 731 2 .2 2 3 - St Albans
173. 723 8 3 . 7 3 7 3 6 . 833 - - 6 7 9 .8 0 4 1 3 2 .0 8 8 1 .8 1 3 - Stevenage
2 1 3 .2 4 3 4 4 . 143 3 . 261 8 . 0 83 — 7 8 8 . 880 3 7 . 108 13. 163 642 Three Rivers
2 4 6 .6 1 0 8 0 . 3 9 3  ' 9 . 373 9 9 . 8 9 0 ' — 9 4 9 . 330 133 . 4 30 - 6. 998 Watford
3 0 7 . 404 7 8 . 6 3 0 6 68 - - 9 2 3 . 9 90 3 2 .8 1 8 4. 360 63 Welwyn Hatfield
HUMBERSIDE
321.071 49.213 1.043 11.271 “ 1.006.042 30. 037 - 1.796 Beverley
Boothferry
120.016 1 1. 686 9.966 . — — 630. 439 41.832 436 - Cleethorpes
174. 348 1 00. 862 14.834 - - 794,938 79. 763 337 2. 929 East Yorkshire
161. 481 2 0 . 860 11. 137 - - 304. 179 33. 713 - - Clanford
209.143 23.711 6 . 316 14.323 1. 113 839. 364 33.391 2. 369 14. 192 Great Criasby
133. 069 3. 193 718 - - 333.849 - - 9.236 Holderness
617. 486 244.231 14. 273 - - 2. 703. 389 138. 773 1.232 4. 236 Kingston-upon-Hull
217. 793 4.221 10. 304 - - 673. 498 30. 113 - 3.023 Scunthorpe
ISLE OF WIGHT
93. B37 33.969 38.013 - - 496.000 17.633 1.370 - Medina
103.203 39.390 34.793 - - 466.733 16.773 4.2B0 2.399 Sooth Wight
KENT
161. 339 32. 393 6. 337 - - 573. 757 30.781 - Ashford
234.392 119.213 30. 888 - . - 934.901 71. 137 16. 236 13.806 Canterbury
140.332 89.048 8. 333 19.883 930 367. B66 36. 778 1. 289 - Oartford
174.430 30. 803 - 6 . 737 - 307.814 22. 730 - - Dover
100.331 30.370 9. 694 - - 390. 793 31.030 7. 078 - Gillingham
160.649 61. 990 11. 289 - 302 637. 273 39. 342 1.239 62 Cravesham
262. 334 46.620 8.478 - - 1. 118.638 132. 823 1.738 33.647 Maidstone
181.770 38. 102 3. 937 30. 986 372 743.674 61. 178 9. 764 13 Rochester upon Medway 
Sevenoaks
291.749 7 20. 936 13. 961 - , 643. 126 79. 276 1. 333 3. 169 Shepway
190. 023 29. 337 13. 910 8.679 - 740. 471 27. 091 623 - Sua 1 e
383. 373 32. 324 3. 639 16.483 - 902.696 33. 898 6.033 461 Thanet
223. 213 73. 839 3. 737 . - 260 879.331 38.834 863 306 Tonbridge t< Mailing
260. 180 64.333 9. 473 834.372 78.073 1. 336 8.816 Tunbridge Wells 
LANCASHIRE
274.302 63. 900 938 - - 1. 330. 310 72.931 - 11.397 Blackburn
186. 467 232.234 9.033 - - 1. 383. 436 216. 670 9. 368 IB Blackpool
149. 603 147. 493 2.031 — - 846. 376 37. 129 16. 808 3. 983 Burnley
236. 292 97. 813 6. 412 - - 883. 790 29. 036 4. 922 - Chorley
144. 806 23.366 ' 1. 882 - - 382. 813 63. 609 1. 163 - Fylde
140. 167 6. 939 2. 316 - - 733. 163 40. 491 - 12.004 Hyndburn
213. 730 114. 719 18. 177 - — 1. 101. 099 81. 441 8 . 738 13. 232 Lancaster
77.439 B6.031 9,203 - - 802.917 26. 173 2 . 330 13.260 Pendle
198. 795 132.702 19,672 - - 944. 858 62. 073 2 . 2 1 2 64. 733 Preston
107. 083 27.270 3.124 - — 330. 403 3. 420 2.340 326 Rlbble Valley
129. 909 SO. 438 3. 308 - - 633.634 13.747 - 2.357 Rostendale
203. 889 29. 778 24.931 - - 874.433 47. 716 4.080 - South Ribble
200.831 61.030 - 16.378 - 944.207 31.257 - 454 West Lancashire
341.701 6 6. 700 3.308 - - 902.332 69.812 , - - Wyre
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Loot Authority
INCOME
Total
Net
Expenditure
(95)
SALES OF RECLAIMED WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM OTHER AUTHORITIES
Total
Income
(94)
Papar
IBS)
Abandoned
Vehicles
186)
Glass
187)
Oil
188)
Ferrous
Metals
(89)
Non-
Ferrous
Metals
(90)
Other
(91)
Waste
Disposal
Authority
(92)
Other
local
authorities
(93)
C C C C C C C C C C C
NON-MET DI3TR1CT8-ENQLAND
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
Bromsgrove - ; - - - - - - B23 — 37. 442 604. 230
Hereford - - - - - - - - - 42. 260 364. 783
Leominster - — - - - - - - 3, 767 0. 803 218. 033
Malvarn Hlllt - - - - - - - 16. 700 — 32.231 637.833
Rtddltch — - - -28 — - - 40. 126 - 101. 776 461. 678
South Herefordshire - - - - - ■ - - - 7.273 304. 142
Worcester - - - — - - - 2 0 .2 0 1 — 76. 757 402. 120
Wychavon - — 3. 271 — — - — 37, 610 — 37. 160 833. 470
Wyra Foraat 1.601 . - - ~ - - ■ “ - - 44. 327 634.173
HERTFORDSHIRE
Broibourne - - ' 613 - - - - 7.331 _ 40, 277 320. 772
Decorum 2. 230 1.177 17.163 1.442 1.008 867 243 17. 130 — 176.042 1.033,033
East Hertfordshire - 322 - - - - 1. 600 _ 30. 326 601.263
Htrtimara
North Hertfordshire - - - - - - - 7. 744 3. 770 77. 324 023. 373
St Albani - 621 777 - - - - 6. 737 - 110.271 734. 747
Stavanaga - 230 773 - - - 13.000 - 147. 744 331. 060
Thraa Rivari - - 434 — . — - - 3.614 — 36. 701 731. 877
Watford — — - — — - — - 77.233 237.603 607.837
Waluyn Hatflald - - - - - - 37. 443 060. 347
HUMBERSIDE
Bavar1 ay - - - - - . - _ _ _ 31.B33 734. 209Boothferry
Cleethorpes 7.830 318 - - - - 1.861 _ _ 34.277 376.162
East Yorkihira - — — — — - — ' - _ 03.231 711. 707Clanford 810 - — — - - — _ ■ _ 34. 323 467. 656
Craat Crimsby - - - - - - - - - 71,732 7B7. 312
Holdarnass — — — — - - - - — 7, 236 324. 613
nlngston-upon-Hul1 13.413 - - - - - _ - _ 137. 676 2. 547. 713Scunthorpa ~ - “ - - - - 1. 743 - 36. 003 616. 613
ISLE OF WICHT
Madina — - - - - - _ _ _ 17. 0 2 2 476. 778South Wight - - - - - 23. 460 443.272
KENT
Ashford - - - - - - - _ 16.200 66.701 306. 776Cantarbury - 1.600 - - — - - - - 102,707 832. 114.Dartford - 12 1.600 - - 446 - - 17. 170 77. 303 400. 403Dovar - 203 - - - - - 16.200 - 37. 133 468. 677Cl 11 Ingham - 373 aa - - - - - _ 30. 401 352. 312Cravasham - 407 3.233 - - - - 12.374 - 70. 737 370. 516
Maidstona - 7. 476 - - - 2. 140 - 8 . 607 206. 437 712. 177
Rochastar upon Madway - 862 3. 630 — ' - - - 14.300 240 70. 014 633. 660
Srvanoaks
Shapway 20.476 440 - 127 340 1. 131 - 6.233 1. 814 124. 743 520. 303built - 6. 703 - - - 2. 670 28.440 - 63. 600 674. 063
Thanet ■ - no - - - - - 16.200 76. 730 823. 766
Tonbridga 6 Mailing - aa 1. 443 - - - . — 3 6. 0 00 67. 441 812. 110
Tunbridga Walla 446 - - - - - 6 .0 0 1 16. 200 111.674 722. 678
LANCASHIRE
Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnley
Chor]ay
Fylda
Hyndburn
Lancaitar
Pendl*
Pruton 
Rtbbla Valley 
Rossendale 
South Ribble 
West Lancashire 
Myra
7. 36V 93
30
73
06
577
470
1.613 
S. 726
0.041
110
1.270
25. 773
72. 727 
226.331 
60. 006 
34. 543 
60. 037 
32.475 
103.046 
46. 361 
127. 070 
6. 006 
10.716 
37, 730 
77. 822 
71. 110
I. 237. 301 
I. 137.003 
706. 370 
047. 243 
513. 770 
600. 660 
776. 033 
736. 336 
013,760 
314.317 
633. 730 
014.302 
066. 383 
031. 422
1983-84 ACTUALS -358
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 
ON REPLACEMENT VEHICLES COSTS OF COLLECTION
COST PER TONNE
Revenue
(96)
Loen
(97!
Renewilt
Fund
(98)
Lease
(991
Gros*
(tool
Net
(ton
Noi coii per 
domestic 
hereditament 
(1021
Net coat per 
head of 
population 
(1031
Waite
collected 
per 
head of 
population 
(104) Local Authority
C'000 £000 £000 £’000 C C C C to
NON-MET DISTR1CTS-ENGLAND 
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
- - 37 - • • ee 21. 91 7. 76 ee 8 ro«sgrove
- - - 30 34. 22 30. 67 2 0. 06 7. 64 249 Hereford
- - 27 - 17. 91 17. 29 14. 70 9.89 348 Leominster
- - - 30 23. 07 2 2. 0 0 2 0. 02 7. 72 391 Helvern Hill*
- 69 - - 28. 04 22. 97 17. 84 6 . 99 2B9 Redditch
_ - 30 - 31. 91 31. 16 21. 97 8 . 19 263 South Hereferdahire
- - - 69 26. 94 23. 24 16. 73 6 . 34 273 Worcester
- ■ - - 37 ee ee - 23. 94 8 . 92 ee Wychavan
33. 93 31. 71 18. 01 6. 88 217 Wyre Foreat
HERTFORDSHIRE
- - - ' 69 26. 70 24. 44 . 17. 82 6. 94 267 Broibourne
- - - - 37. 90 31. 62 21. 92 7. 96 292 Dacorua
“ - ' ~ ” 2 0. 68 18. 89 14. 83 9. 29 281 Eait Hertfordshire 
Hertsmere
- - - - 31. 69 29. 09 2 0. 28 7. 93 260 North Hertfordshire
- - - 143 27. 94 24. 16 16. 47 9. 96 247 St Albans
- — - 64 33. 10 29. 89 19. 68 7. 03 271 Stevenage
— - - - 43. 00 38. 94 26. 18 9. 23 234 Three Rivers
- 7 - 68 32. 93 26. 31 24. 79 9. 09 344 Watford
33 38. 98 36. 19 24. 81 9. 22 299 Welwyn Hatfield
HUMBERSIDE
“ 3 “ - 29. 91 24. 18 23. 69 B. 89 363 Beverley
Boothferry
- - - 49 24. 23 2 2. 14 22. 43 8. 40 379 Cleethorpes
- - - 36 37. 79 39. 99 22. 76 9. 34 262 East Yortshire
- - - 60 23. 78 2 2. 19 IB. 34 6 . 97 319 Clanford
- - - 36 29. 87 23. 67 23 0 0 B. 92 393 Creat Grimsby
- - 34 - 39. 99 34. 97 28. 64 11. 16 319 Holderness
- - 23 - e# .ee 24. 19 9. 47 ee Klngston-upon-Hull
34 26. 94 24. 66 29. 24 9. 49 3B9 Scunthorpe 
ISLE OF WIGHT
— - - - 29. 89 24. 86 17. 01 7. 01 2 0 2 Medina
24. 96 23. 33 20. 76 8 . 96 367 South Wight 
KENT
- - - - 29. 97 23. 31 19 08 9. 77 296 Aahford
- - - - 21. 67 19. 29 17. 37 6. 72 348 Canterbury
- - . 100 - 23. 63 21. 03 17. 49 6. 33 300 Dartford
- - i&a - 19 27 17. 77 11. 79 4. 96 293 Dover
- - • - 34 10 61 16. 78 10. 21 3. 74 223 Cillingham
- - - 60 23. 43 2 0. 62 16 94 6. 09 293 Crave sham
- - 98 - 28. 19 23. 17 19. 12 6 . 99 303 Maiditone
— “ 32 140 19. 98 13. 69 12. 40 4. 48 318 Rochester upon Medway 
Sevenoali
- - - 14 28. 47 2 2. 91 14 36 6. 00 299 Shepway
- - ■ - - ee ee 19. 42 6 . 12 ee Swa 1 e
- - - 97 19. 49 IB. 12 16. 99 6. 80 379 Thanet
- - - - 31. 22 29. 04 2 2. 88 8 . IB 284 Tonbridge t> Mailing
92 21. 98 19. 47 19. 69 7, 33 389 Tunbridge Wells 
LANCASHIRE
- - - 44 32. 77 30. 48 22. 93 8 . 70 286 Blactburn
- - - 39 24. 43 20. 44 2 0. 60 7. 92 387 Blacbpool
- - _ 19 - 27. 41 29. 47 21.31 8 . 93 339 Burnley
ro - - - 32. 98 31. 69 24. 41 9. 28 293 Chorlay
- - - 3 29. 79 26. 27 18. 79 7. 43 283 Fylde
- - 30 - 30. 09 27. 90 2 1. 6B 8 . 63 309 Hyndburn
- — - - 30. 17 27. 29 2 1. 06 7. 86 2BB Lancaster
- - . - 94 26. 76 29. 21 21. 49 8 . 88 392 Pendle
- - - 60 29. 61 2 2. 11 16. 89 6. 92 299 Preston
- - 40 - 30. 90 30. 94 27. 63 9. 93 329 Ribble Valley
- - 7 - 30. 36 29. 49 24. 49 9. 87 339 Rossendale
- - - 33 32. 07 30. 62 22. 24 0 31 271 South Ribble
- - - - 29. 13 27. 90 22. 24 8. 09 296 West Lancashire
- - 72 - ee ee 2 1. 08 8.49 ee Wyre
359 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
POPULATION & AREA NUMBER OF HEREDITAMENTS
WASTE COLLECTED 
- BY WEIGHT
% OF TOTAL 
WASTE COLLECTED 
BY CONTRACTORS
Local Authority
Population
at
30.6.83
111
Area
121
Density
population 
at 
30 6 83
13)
Domestic
14)
Commercial
IS)
Industrial
(61
Other
(7)
Total 
weight 
ol all 
waste
(81
Actual 
or est­
imated 
weight 
ol all 
waste 
(9)
Est­
imated
%
ol waste
weighed
(10)
Routine
collect­
ions
(11)
Abnormal
ctrcunv
stancas
(12)
NON-MET DI3TAICT8-ENCLAN0 
LEICESTERSHIRE
•ooo hectares per hectare
388
tonnes % % %
Blaby
Charnwood
77. 8 13. 043 3 96 28. 321 2. 124 183 13. 600 E
141.3 27. 931 3 06 31. 979 6 . 443 328 872 39. 703 E 2 “
Harborough 62. 2 39. 306 1. 03 23. 184 2. 742 2 1 2 731 aa aa — —
Leicester r
90. « 29.742 3 04 34. 107 4. 243 389 331 24. 234 A 93
282. 3 7. 337 38. 48 104.933 17. 864 1.769 2 . 183 133. 770 E 2 0
Mtlton
79. 1 28.032 2. 82 30. 227 3. 619 188 378 23. 600 E 2 -
Oadby. !■ Uigston 
Rutland
LINCOLNSHIRE
33. 1 2. 372 22. 39 18.839 1. 309 2 0 0 138 14. 336 E “ T **
33. 8 39. 367 0 . 86 10. 644 1. 308 64 309 1 0. 336 E
Boston
East Llndsag
32. 4 36. 027 1. 43 21.090 3. 380 99 404 1 2. 630 E
Lincoln 77. I 3. 371 21. 39 31. 163 6 . 306 98 436 30.000 E “ **
North Kastavan 
South Holland
80. 4 92. 297 0. 87 29. 737 3. 240 111 707 28. 249 E
South Kastavan 98. 8 94.301 1. 03 38. 813 6 . 136 274 998 36. 900 E
Hast Lindsay 76. 1 113. 337 0. 66 29.019 ’ 3. 736 147 949 24. 300 E
NORFOLK . _
Bracbland 99. 1 130. 304 0. 76 38. 677 3.837 287 1.030 20. 300 E —
Broadland 90. 9 33. 213 1. 79 37, 980 2 . 80S 137 816 27.400 E “ *’
Graat Yarmouth
Kings Lynn l> Hast Norfolk
82. 3 17. 333 4. 73 33.922 3.213 203 869 27. 381 A 98
North Norfolk 04. *9 96. 313 0 . 88 38.096 4. 762 134 1. 369 26. 024 E — too
Norwich 126. 1 3. 898 32. 33 30. 963 12. 670 234 782 39. 323 E " “
South Norfolk 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
97. 1 90. 692 I. 07 37. 397 3. 683 1B7 1. Ill aa aa
Corby 31. 3 8 . 031 6. 41 19. 427 3. 833 230 329 27. 333 E “ •
Oavantry
East NorthamptanshIra
38. 8 6 6. 601 0. 8B 22.032 2.971 187 731 16. 386 E 1
Kattaring 71. 3 23. 364 3. 06 28. 2 1 0 4. 740 230 374 29. 000 E ” - ■*
Northampton 164. 1 8.066 20. 34 63. 330 10. 104 332 1. 007 48. 220 E 23 — ■—
South Northamptonshira t 63. 9 63. 331 I. 04 24. 667 3.079 105 718 13. 000 E . 3 • * .
Wal1ingborough 64. 3 16.313 3. 93 24.696 3. 176 289 433 18. 236 E
NORTHUMBERLAND
Alnwick 29. 1 1 00. 028 0. 27 11. 633 1. 804 70 6 66 9, 364 A ~ “
Dlyth Vallay 
Castla Morpath
78. 2 7. 031 11. 12 30. 001 3. 396 119 464 37. 180 E
Tynadala 34. 3 222, 096 0. 23 21. 309 3. 100 108 1.017 26. 800 E " “ . “
Uansback
NORTH YORKSHIRE
62. 2 6. 643 9 36 24. 369 4. 733 71 363 24. 242 A 7
Cravan 40 4 117. 980 0. 41 19. 336 3. 398 ISO 1.042 16. 131 E 2 •
Hamblaton 73 8 131. 138 0 38 27. 332 3. 907 1 10 1. 381 29. 000 E -
Harrogata 141. I 133. 396 1. 06 34. 464 8 . 321 188 1. 843 60. 398 E — —
Richmondshire 43. 4 131. 718 0 34 14. 361 2.242 34 997 23. 000 E -
Ry a'dal a 87. 2 139. 814 0. 33 33. 349 3, 409 109 1.298 46. 000 E 30 “
Scarborough 1 02. 1 81.714 1. 23 43.271 7. 690 141 1. 601 43. 323 E 73 ” ”
Salby 82. 0 72. 487 1. 13 29. 776 3. 120 111 973 23.600 E 23 “
York
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
102. 7. 2. 946 34. 86 39.822 4.903 78 741 43.600 A 93
Ashfiald
Bassatlaw
103. a 11. 009 9. 61 41.073 4. 740 313 496 41. 600 E 23
Broitowa 104. 2 8 . 100 12. 83 40. 373 4. 634 234 312 aa aa 75 “ —
Cedling 104. 9 11.236 9. 34 40. 919 3.669 149 457 30. 000 E 85 - •
Mansfiald 99. 6 7.692 12. 93 38. 961 4. 700 171 369 38. 500 E - . “ -
Newark 104. 3 6 6. 138 1. 38 39. 831 3. 340 132 1.019 35. 240 E — -
Nott ingham 277. 1 7. 431 37. 29 108. 491 19. 888 1. 173 1. 571 121.380 E 95 •a •
Rushcliffa 92. 8 40. 992 2. 26 33.720 4.530 129 800 43. 000 E 60
OXFORDSHIRE . _
Cherwall 113. 0 38.983 1. 92 40.014 7. 149 186 994 31. 988 E 46 2
Oiford 116. 4 3. 333 32. 74 36. 791 8.236 70 1. 036 33. 766 A 100 1 —
South Osfordshlra 131. 9 6B.663 1. 92 47.031 7.915 144 1.311 45.230 A 100 to o -
Vale of White Horsa 
Hast.Oifordshira
103. 1 38. 099 1. 81 37. 363 6.672 141 1.003 29.000 E 75 to o
360
WASTE COLLECTED 
- BY TYPE
WASTE COLLECTED 
- BY METHOD OF STORAGE METHODS OF COLLECTION
HOUSEHOLD WASTE
House­
hold
waste
(13)
Com-
mArci^ t
waste
(14)
Indust-
riftt
waste
(IS)
Contained
tn
dustbins
(16)
Contained
in
dispos-
• hl«
sacks
. (17)
Contained 
in bulk
containers
(18)
Other
(19)
Backdoor
collect
return
(201
Kerbs ide 
(21)
Other
collect
Si
return
(221
Skep
(23)
Other
normai
methods
(24)
Special
collections
(251 Local Authority
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
NON-MET DISTRICTS-ENCLANO 
LEICESTERSHIRE
99 1 _ - 99 1 — 98 - - - ■ — 2 Blaby
90 4 6 9 84 8 3 99 - - - - 1 Charnwood
90 B 2 - 92 3 9 94 - - - 1 9 Harborough
87 11 2 80 20 - - 100 - - . - ■ - - Hinckley li Bosworth
79 29 “ 92 2 36 10 98 “ “ I 1 Leicester
Melton
94 6 - 96 2 2 - 93 - - - - 7 North West Leicestershire
BO 10 10 80 - 1 19 99 - - - - 1 Oadby ti Wigston
96 4 - 9 99 - - 100 - - - - - Rutland
93
97
B3
99
93
100
49
99
100
100
7B
99
LINCOLNSHIRE 
Bo* ton
East Lindsey 
Lincoln
North Koitovtn 
South Holland 
South Kesteven 
West Lindsey
NORFOLK
94 6 --- 1 - 99 1 - 100 - - - - - Brec kland
BO 10 10 - 80 20 — 90 — - ■ — - to Broadland
99 - 9 “ ' 99 “ 9 100 ” — ” ■ — “ Creat Yarmouth 
Kings Lynn fc West
90 10 e 74 IB B - 16 - - 82 2 a North Norfolk
B9 19 — 2 63 19 - 100 - - - — — Norwich
90 10 - - 99 - 9 2 9B - - - - South Norfolk
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
BO 2 0 - 60 19 20 9 - 10 90 - - - Corby
94 6 60 32 9 3 33 34 33 — — ” Daventry
East Northamptonshire
84 B B 2 69 16 13 too - - - - - Kettering
96 2 2 - 94 ' 4 2 - 19 89 - - - Northampton
B9 10 9 90 40 - 10 - 99 - - - 1 South Northamptonshire
96 1 3 - ■ 100 - - too - - - - - Wellingborough
75 23 2 94 14 6
92 6 2 ' 99 2 2
B1 19 _ 70 30 _
B9 14 1 B9 “ —
74 22 4 63 9 4
96 3 1 69 26 -
80 20 - 1 87 10
99 9 - 94 3 3
94 4 2 - 9B 2
7B IB 4 47 2 34
89 11 - 8 8 3 8
69 39 69 20 10
99 9 - 90 9 9
82 13 5 94 _ 4
BO 10 10 90 - 10
95 5 - 75 20 9
94 9 1 21 79 -
89 10 9 73 3 7
94 6 1 90 9
62 IB _ 40 39 6
BO 2 0 - BO - 19
100 - - 79 10 6
85 10 5 66 15 15
26
1
100
9B
100100
6 94
9 100
2 ' 99
- 93
' - 100
17 79
1 94
9 99
19
1
9
2
69
BO
100100
9
87
29
9
89
B9
97
94
93
17
20
1
NORTHUMBERLAND 
Alnwick 
Blyth Valley 
Cattla Morpeth 
Tyntdalt 
Wantbee k
NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven
Hambleton
Harrogate
Richmondthire
Ryedale
Scarborough
Selby
Yorb
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
Athfield
Ba**etlew
Broitowe
Ctdllng
Mansfie Id
Newark
Nottingham
RuthcI if fa
OXFORDSHIRE 
Channel1 
Oiford
South Oifordthire 
Vale of White Horee 
Uett Oifordshire
-361 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
METHODS OF COLLECTION NUMBER OF DISPOSABLE SACKS USEO
COMMERCIAL WASTE
Local Authority
Backdoor
return
(261
Kerbside
(27|
Other
return
(281
Skep
(29)
Ciner
normal
methodt
(301
Special
collection!
(31)
Collection
tystem
(See
Notes)
(321
Paper
(33)
Plastic
(34)
NON-MET DISTRICT8-EN0LAND 
LEICESTERSHIRE
% % % % % % '000 '000
Blaby BO 2 0 - - - _ T _ 2 . 232
Charnwood 100 - - - - - T _ 3. 633
Harhorough 99 - - - 1 _ T _ 1 .2 0 0
Hinckley l< Botworth 100 - - - - _ : _ 73
Lolcattar
Melton
100 " “ - - T - 264
63 - - _ 33 _ T _ 16
Oadby It Uigtton 100 - - _ _ T _
Rutland
LINCOLNSHIRE
100 — — 880
Boaton
Eatt Lindtey
- “ 90 10 T 100 “
Lincoln - - - - _ too C _ 2 .0 0 0
North Kaatovan 
South Holland
100 - - - T - 2. 048
South Ktsttvon SB - 12 _ _ _ T _ 1. 337
Watt Llndaay too ■ - - , - - - 2. 700
NORFOLK
Brtctland 99 - - 1 _ _ 3. 144
Broadland 60 - — - 40 _ T _ 3. 000
Croat Yarmouth
Kings Lynn t Hast Norfolk
93 ” “ 3 - T - 2.386
North Norfolk DB - -- - 62 _ _ 508
Norwich too - — - _ _ T _ 4.230
South Norfolk 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
100 - T - 2 .2 0 0
Corby 13 - - 60 _ 23 T 484Daventry
Eatt Northamptonshire
too - ■ ~ - 307
Kettering too - - _ _ _ _ 1.730
Northampton - 33 - . _ 60 3 3 3.000
South Northamptonthlro - 100 — _ _ T 80
Wei1ingborough 
NORTHUMBERLAND
too — - _ 2. 300
Alnwic k 100 _ _ _ _ ■ _ - _ 54Blyth Valloy 
Cattlt Morpath
73 3 2 - 2 0 - - 48
Tynedale too _ _ _ _ T _ 473Uantbeck 100 - - - - - T -
NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven too - - - _ _ _ 133
Hamblaton 100 . - - - _ _ T _ 600
Harrogatt 70 - - - 30 _ _ . 4. 100
Richmondshire 100 - - - - _ T 13 10Ryadala 98 - - 2 _ T 2. BOO
Scarborough 13 - - - B3 _ T 13 208Salby 26 3 3 - 63 1 T 12York 80 19 ■ - - - 1 - 86
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
Athflaid 
Baitatlaw
30 “ - “ 63 3 - 120
Broitowa 64 12 - - 17 7 _
Ordling - - 60 IS - 23 300Hantfiald - - - - 100 - _ 1. 005Ntwark 100 — - - — - T - - 2.312
Nottingham - — - 12 BS 3 T
Ruthc1 iffa 
OXFORDSHIRE
100
V
T 3. 300
Chtrwall - - 67 - 33 _ _
Oiford 36 - - 44 _ T _ _
South Oifordthira • • • • •1 •• • • • • • a 42 404Vala of Whita Horta 
Watt .Oifordthira
- 73 - 23 “ •a
I juj-irt n u  i u n L i J w362
NUMBER OF 
BULK STORAGE 
CONTAINERS
PROVISION OF 
DUSTBINS/ 
SACKH0LDERS
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION PER WEEK
NORMAL HOUSEHOLD 
WASTE
COMMERCIAL
WASTE
With
compaction
(351
Without
compaction
(36)
Charge
jSea
Notes)
(37)
Number
(38)
Twice 
or more
(39)
Once
(40)
Less than
once
(411
Twice 
or more 
(42)
Once
(431
Lesa than 
once 
(44) Local Authority
% % % % % %
NON-MET DI3TRICT8-CNCLAND 
LEICESTERSHIRE
- 19? ■ F 1. 423 - 100 — - too Blaby
- 333 N - - 100 - 3 93 - Charnwood
6 130 F 400 - too - - 100 — Harborough
- - C 230 - 100 -- B 92 - Hinckley t Bosworth
“ 2. 230 F 11. 102 “ 100 ~ 23 73 - Laicastar
Hatton
- 100 F 2. 700 - too - - 100 -
- 170 N 274 - 100 - ■ 6 94 - Oadby 1< Wigston
C 36 100 100 Rutland
LINCOLNSHIRE
“ “ N • 6 “ 100 “ ■ 3 93 “ Boston
East Lindsay
- 700 N ' - - too - 100 - - Lincoln
— “ C “ “ too “ 2 98 - North Kastavan 
South Holland
- - N - - 100 - 3 93 - South Kastavan
1 N :oo 1 99 Hast Lindsay
NORFOLK
- 70 N — - too — 1 99 - Bracbland
230 - N - - 100 - - 100 - Broadland
— 493 C 204 “ too 2 98 “ Craat Yarmouth
Kings Lynn & Hast Norfolk
- 32? N - 100 - - 16 84 a North Norfolk
- 697 F 900 . 3 93 - 13 83 - Norwich
N 100 10 90 South Norfolk 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
- 750 N 960 - 100 - 2 0 80 - Corby
114 C 76 100 * 60 40 ~ Davantry
East Northamptonshire
- 303 C - - 100 - 2 9B - ■ Kattaring
2 37? F 1. 398 - too - 44 36 — Northampton
- - N 20 - 100 - - 100 - South Northamptonshire
C 167 100 100 Wal1ingborough
NORTHUMBERLAND
- 4B N • • - 96 4 IB B2 - Alnwick
100 C ~ “ 100 ~ 33 67 - Blyth Valley 
Castla Morpeth
- - N - - 93 3 30 70 - Tynadala
N 3 93 46 34 Uansbecb
NORTH YORKSHIRE
- 134 C 80 - 100 - 8 92 - Craven
- - N 20 - 98 2 - 100 - Hambleton
3 1. 113 C 338 - 99 1 10 90 - Harrogate
- 343 N 20 too - 1 99 - Richmondshire
- ea N - • • •• • a - too - ■ Ryadala
- 481 N - - too - 8 90 2 Scarborough
- 360 C 330 9? 1 - 7 93 ■ - Selby
720 N 30 too IS 83 York
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
430 N
"
100 1 98 I Ashfield
Bassatlaw
- 240 C 3. 700 - 100 - - too - Droitowe
- 120 N 100 - 100 - 33 60 3 Cedling
- 498 C 340 - . 100 - - 100 _ Mansfield
- 26 N - . - 100 - - 100 - Newark
- 2. 900 N - - 100 - 10 90 _ Nottingham
310 C 30 100 10 90 Ruthcliffa
OXFORDSHIRE
: 420 N - - 100 — - 100 - Cherwell
- 1. Bud N - - 100 - 3 93 - Oiford
- 316 N 23 - IOC - aa «« aa South Oifordshire
2 0 N 100 ' 10 90 - Vale of White Horse West Oifordthira
363 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
NUMBER OF 
BOTTLE BANKS
WASTE OIL 
COLLECTION 
POINTS
AMOUNT OF WASTE
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority Other
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority
Other
(e.g.
garages) Paper
Abandoned
Vehicles Glass O il
Ferrous
Metals
Local Authority 145) (46) (47) (48) (49) (50) (51) (52) (53)
NON-MET DISTRICT8-ENCLAND
LEICESTERSHIRE
Blaby - - - - - • - - - • -
Charnwood - 1 — - ## - - •
Harborough - - - - 13 - - ■ -
Hincbley l> Bosworth 4 — 1 — - 13 142 1
Leicester
Melton
12 ~ “ “ • 310 907 •
— — — — 3 — -
Oadby It Uigston - - - ■ - ■ - - . . -
Rutland
LINCOLNSHIRE
Boston 
East Lindsey
18 “ — ** 120 “ **
Lincoln a — - — - 30 232 - - -
North Kesteven 
South Hoi land
- 4 ” ■ “ 474 4 68 • 23
South Kesteven - 37 - - - a . —
Nest Lindsey
NORFOLK
4 .
’
•• 76
Breckland - 2 - - - 7 - - -
Broadland -. 2 - - • . 30 — — —
Croat Yarmouth
Kings Lynn I Host Norfolk
- “ ~ . * •* 72 •
North Norfolk - - — — ■ - • • . —
Norwich. - 2 - 1 - 309 - 7 -
South Norfolk 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
6 12 3
Corby - - - - ' - 100 - -
Daventry
East Northamptonshire
i “ . - 47 101 • *“
Kettering l — - — - 40 94 - —
Northampton ii - - - 2.333 307 It 186 - -
South Northamptonshire - - - - - 30 - - -
Met 1ingborough i - 2 - 44 122 -
NORTHUMBERLAND
Alnwick 4 - - • m. •• 100 - —
Blyth Valley 
Castle Morpeth
2 - “ - 72 - •
Tynedale — — — — — 8 — — —
Uansbeck
NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven — - 2 — 138 a. ■ • —
Hamb1eton - 3 - - 21 6 - -
Harrogate 2 1 1 - - 100 133 10 439
Richmondshire - - - • — 13 - - -
Ryedale - 4 1 - - 7 123 - -
Scarborough 3 - - - • • 31 163 - -
Selby - A - 2 - . 11 67 -
York
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
4 3 7B 186 *• «•
Ashfield
Bassetlaw
” 12 • . 130 “
Brostowe - 9 3 - - — 8. 630 10 677
Codling - 15 - - - 30 140 - ■ - .
Mansfield - 2 - — - -• 40 - *»
Newark - 4 2 - - 32 100 1 -
Nottingham - - - - - 31 - • •
Rushcliffe - 12 t - 26 - 1
OXFORDSHIRE
Cherwel1 4 - 1 6 • 39 316 1
Oiford 6 - - 1 - 132 307 3 _
South Oifordshlre - 1 — — • —
Vale of White Horse 
Nest Oifordshlre
3 3 134 223 -
RECLAIMED NUMBER OF LOCAL AUTHORITY'S COLLECTION VEHICLES
NUMBER OF CC 
COLLECTION
JNTBACTOR
VEHICLES
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST
Non-Ferrous
Metals
(54)
Other
(55)
With
compaction
(56)
Without
compaction
(57)
General
purpose
(58)
Total
(59)
With
compaction
(601
Without
compaction
(61)
General
purpot*
(621
Total
(631 Local Authority
tonnes tonnes
10 1 11
NON-MET DISTRICTO-ENGLAND
LEICESTERSHIRE
Blaby
_ 17 - 4 . at - - - • - Charnwood
_ _ 11 1 - ta - - • - — Harborough
_ _ 13 - 13 - - - -
_ 70 33 3 - 6 0 - - — Lalcaiter
14 _ _ 14 _ . _
Melton
_ _ % 8 - 1 9 - ■ - - - Oadby 6 Uigston
- - 3 - 1 6 “ - - - Rutland
11 a 13
LINCOLNSHIRE
Boston
10 _ _ 10 _ _
East Lindsey 
Lincoln
• _ a 14 - 6 . 30 - : - — — North Kastavan
16 16 _ _
South Hoi land - 
South Kastavan
- - 17 1 - 18 - - “ “ Hast Lindsay
13 13 .
NORFOLK
Brackland
_ _ 16 1 a 19 - * - - — Broadland
_ _ 13 a l 16 - - ' — — Croat Yarmouth
ftt •• aa aa 16 3 19
Kings Lynn 6 Hast Norfolk 
North Norfolk
_ ■ _ 30 i 3 34 - - • - Norwich
- - 13 - 1 14 - - - - South Norfolk
9 a 11 .
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Corby
_ _ 8 t - 9 - - - - Davantry
9 i 10 _ _ _
East Northamptonshire 
Kettering
_ _ 13 a 4 31 - - - - Northampton
_ _ 8 - . — 8 - - ' - - South Northamptonshire
■ - a ■ “ 8 - “ - - Ual1ingborough
9 9 18
NORTHUMBERLAND
Alnwick
_ _ it _ 1 13 - - - — Blyth Valley
14 a 1 17 _ _ - ■ ..
Castle Morpeth 
Tynedala
- - • 11 - - 11 - ■ ~ - Uansbeck
30 13 1 14 _
NORTH YORKSHIRE • 
Cravan
_ _ 16 i 1 18 - - •» - -lamb la ton
. 17 _ 33 i a 36 - - - - Harrogate
- _ 10 . - a 13 - - - - Rlchmondshire
- _ 19 - - 19 - - - - lyedale
- _ 37 4 - 31 - - — - Scarborough
- - 19 - - 19 - - - 3alby
•• 711 13 7 - 33 - • • York
19 a a t _
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
Ashfield
19 _ 3 23 _
Bassetlaw
Broitowe
_ - 14 - 3 17 - - - Oed1ing
_ - 17 1 a 30 - - - - Mansfield
_ - 13 - ' 3 IB - - - - Newark
_ - - 30 4 3 37 - • - — - Nottingham
- 19 4 3 36 - “ “ * Rushc1i ffe
13 1 16 • a • • ft •a
OXFORDSHIRE
Cherwell
_ _ 18 - - IB •• «• •• • a Diford
_ _ • « • • aa aa 13 1 2 18 South Oifordshlre
- - •• •a aa aa 10 1 1 12 Vale of Uhite Horse
West Oifordshlre
"365 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
LOCAL AUTHORITY STAFF EMPLOYED AT 31.3.84 EXPENDITURE
Drivers Loaders
Drivers/
Loaders
Other
manual
Vehida
main­
tenance
Technical
&
adm inist­
rative Total
Contract­
ors’
manual
employ­
ees Employees
Premises/
depots
Provision
o l
disposable
sacks
Provision
o l
dustbins
Local Authority 164) (651 (66) (671 . (68) (69) (701 (711 (72) (73) (74) (761
1.1.6.
NON-MET DISTRICTS-ENGLAND 
LEICESTERSHIRE
Me.
Blaby 7 29 • 2 - ■ 1 2 41
Charnwood - 31 2 0 — 3 3 77
Harborough 11 29 - - 1 2 43
Hinckley 6 Bosworth — 36 16 — 1 2 33
Leicester 6 110 47 • - ' 9 21 193
Melton
North West Leicestershire — 38 19 ■ . — — 3 60
Oadby t Uigston - 23 9 - 3 2 37
Rutland - 12 3 ~ i IB
C C C C
336. 709 10. 431 36. 099 9.983
614,133 38. 303 106. 372 -
330. 143 9, 777 73. 997 -
402.332 18. 333 3.010 767
1. 346.863 88.074 12.231 48. 693
479.331 #7. 262 3.200 23.323
203.813 - - -
123. 762 8 . 300 24. 432 338
LINCOLNSHIRE 
Boston - 
East Lindsey 
Lincoln
North Kesteven 
South Holland 
South Kesteven 
Uast Lindsey
NORFOLK
Breckland
Broadland
Great Yarmouth
Kings Lynn l> West Norfolk
North Norfolk
Norwich
South Norfolk
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Corby
Daventry
East Northamptonshire
Kettering
Northampton
South Northamptonshire
Wellingborough
NORTHUMBERLAND 
Alnwick 
Blyth Valley 
Castle Morpeth 
Tynedale 
Uansbeck
NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven ~ . 4
Hambla ton
Harrogate
Richmondshire
Ryedale
Scarborough
Selby
York
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
Ashfield
Bassetlaw
Brostowe
Gedltng
Mansfield
Newark
Nottingham
Rushcliffe
• OXFORDSHIRE 
Cherwell 
Oiford
South Oifordshire 
Vale of White Horse 
West Oifordshire
6 29 ■ 3
10 30 _
10 33 a
13 48 3
- 30 20
_ 23 U
- 23 23
- 38 17
• 0 • « «•
- 39 29
- 13 12
10 16 11
- 18 10
8 23 _
14 43 7
- 12 7
3 18 ■ 2
_ 13 7
10 36 -
9 22 9
a 42 1
_ 33 9
- 12 44
to 61 37
- 17 a
12 39 2
21 38 2
21 33 -
12 46 2
9 ' 39 10
16 31 3
30 60 20
14 49 10
- 33 30
- 143 37
— 48 20
10 30 3
30 48 -
«• • • ee
«« ee
2 I 41 3 3 9 .6 6 9 2. 7 6 0 - -
2 1 43 _ 3 3 3 . 6 6 6 ’ _ 8 7 . 0 0 3 -
2 3 36 - 3 8 6 .8 7 4 18. 3 30 7 6 . 8 3 8 476
2 4 74 _ 3 9 8 .2 7 3 7 . 714 4 6 . ISO ' -
- •. - 30 - 3 7 8 . 178 3 2 . 6 3 3 8 3 . 938 -
Ik
3
2 1 37 - 390. 410 6. 386 89.614 -
3 3 33 - 386. 333 11.087 71. 377 -
2 2 39 460. 130 - 98. 929
ee 1 1 aa 13.000 1.302 _ -
3 3 78 -  ■ 733.344 13.232 84. 429 4. 133
4 2 38 - . 293. 093 10.246 47.008 -
- 3 - 40 - 233. 921 33. 789 13.330 -
“ 1 2 31 “ 234.241 19.470 19. 602 334
_ 3 3 39 _ 297. 381 21.443 31. 337 -
4 11 11 90 - 703. 191 67.079 132.421 16.800
- 1 2 32 - IBS. 680 - 9. 620 221
- 2 1 38 - 203. 337 4.039 72. 497 430
3 1 26 - 213. 107 3. 436 2.833 1.471
1 2 49 - 349. 133 - 2.373 -
3 . 2 43 341.708 2 1. 168 IB. 8 6S -
2 2 33 - 412, 017 6.301 -
3 
3 
• a
2
17
3
39
60
107
36
36
B1
70
63
87
81
108
76
76
337
76
218.942 10.088 3. 375 ■
419.138 14. 370 11.741 1. 163
777. 332 23. 363 123. 310 1.986
201.690 - 6. 740 —
399. 343 46. 769 6 8. 496 -
667. 139 14.629 9. 084 -
387. 6 6 8 263 3. 302 ■ -
339. 961 ee aa ee
«•
•«
2 3 48 aa
2 aa 70 aa
ee 2 2 43
ee 1 1 29
664.330
631.814 
380.399 
391. 307 
327. 334 
1.877. 068 
319.918
419. 773 
361,134 
103. 384 
393. 338
17. 139
32.331 
9.309 
37. BOO 
3. 136 
170. 338 
34.978
793
174.407
36. 377 
39.214 
69. 939
3.339
1983-84 ACTUALS = 366
EXPENDITURE INCOME
AGENCY SERVICES COLLECTION SERVICES
Tf«n«nnrt
Bt moveable 
plant
Eatabliahment
expenses
Other
running
•xpentea
Vocal
authorltlea Contractors
Groaa
Expenditure
Commercial
waste
Bulky
household
waste Other
176) (771 (78) 179) (80) (81) (82) (83) (84) Local A uthority
C C C C C C C C C
NON-MET DISTRICTO-CNCLANO 
LEICESTERSHIRE
90. 467 46. 160 3. 679 - ■ - 369. 930 4.212 28. 349 419 ■ laky
302. 079 92. 127 4.699 - - 1. 107. 669 113. 301 — - Charnwood
139. 936 32. 060 9.429 9. 480 — 600. 420 96.941 -• — Harborough
197. 280 9. 494 19. 989 - — 609. 633 17, 193 — 2.607 Hinckley It loawortb
787. 604 434.697 46.296 ~ 2 .964.480 379. 421 “ 13. 062 Leicester 
Mel ton
214. 138 64, 981 6 . 482 3.462 - 806. 199 31. 468 - 291 North West Leicestershire
. 97. 624 411 9. 023 . 19.017 - 283. 8 88 43. 361 - 221 Oadby «■ Wigston
71.493 16.000 1.339 247, 920 3. 069 4. 192 1.971 Rutland
LINCOLNSHIRE
99. 369 19.074 17.300 “ 470. 172 • 36. 629 •e Boston
East Lindsey
149. 830 28.969 4.648 — — 606. 114 93. 204 — — Lincoln
143. 761 39. 796 8.079 - 670. 374 14.226 ~ 839 North Kesteven 
South Holland
176.416 42. 191 319 — — 871.029 • 37.972 2.241 6.889 South Kesteven
194. 414 89.242 928 728. 933 12, 398 2.839 Meat Lindsey
NORFOLK
294.818 36. 690 996 8.074 - 786. 908 32. 494 — 100 Brecbland
233. 993 
172.129
40. 432 
94.616
1.719 
13. 397
17.234
3.732 -
762. 943 
807. 173
39. 308 
73. 199--
962 
■------- 1
3. 393 Broadland
Croat Yarmouth
Kings Lynn 1. West Norfolk
- 3. 988 13. 939 19. 049 636. 446 682.916 49. 099 ■ — - - . North Norfolk
299. 469 6 . 439 31,724 - - 1, 193. 792 227, 961 - 3.342 Norwich
198. 471 43. 347 9. 788 997.933 10.493 3. 449 South Norfolk 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
111. 136 27. 180 3.413 16. 908 - 442, 297 60. 246 6.767 34.980 Corky
96,409 21.889 2. 292 1.838 416.079 — 18.872 — Daventry
East Northamptonshire
91,043 34. 420 3.316 - 3. 266 922.427 60.271 - 18. 730 Kettaring
299. 342 113. 349 16.017 - - 1,> 366. 193 8 6. 467 19. 463 - Northampton
187, 168 3.843 628 1. 979 19 389. 762 19. 928 - . - South Northamptonshire
80. 791 40.074 24.640
f
426.028 2 .2 1 0 2 , 286 3. 149 Wei 1ingborough 
NORTHUMBERLAND
104. 988 6 . 429 2.792 - - 336. 696 12. 839 129 884 Alnwick
262, 480 30. 970 2.276 “ ” 646. 836 36. 739 “ “ Blyth Valley 
Castle Morpeth
124. 083 6.080 - 4. 800 - 316. 704 1. 882 - 22. 132 Tynedale
147. 307 79. 096 640.681 10. 328 792 Uansbeck
NORTH YORKSHIRE
176. 920 19.370 3. 261 - — 432. 136 2 2. 176 - 497 Craven
191. B92 19. 213 774 18 - 618. 931 12. 400 - 33 Hambleton
343. 427 70. 930 IB. 381 - - 1.363. 349 172.972 26. 221 - Harrogate
133. 413 IB. 200 3. 611 - — 363. 694 6 . 979 901 - Richmondehire
149.971 2 0. 811 2 . 932 - - 684. 122 18.063 683 18 Ryedale
390. 937 104.834 IB.388 - - 1.209. 031 129.170 36. 329 1.064 Scarborough
243. 123 19. 799 17.648 ' - - 867. 809 34.940 - - Selby
199. 979 2. 794 2. 423 ee ee 724. 793 1 0 0. 861 1.986 ee York
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
212. 832 43. 333 12.096 9.476 “ 999. 206 48. 8 6 8 “ 493 Ashfield
Bassetlaw
233. 679 71.921 14.693 12.671 - 987.003 61. 112 2.049 2. 143 Broitowe
213. 122 37. 763 93. 233 - - 922.041 91.397 - 4. 702 Cedling
211. 740 106.800 ' 2. 444 .■ - 9.736 999.261 94.326 1 .2 0 2 2.775 Mansfield
169. 810 11.770 7. 888 10. 986 - 800. 073 60.837 1. 429 1.206 Newark
642.612 382. 137 42. 423 - — 3. 114.970 323. 377 - 2 1 0 Nott ingham
162.733 23.017 7.342 13. 071 849.398 92.010 6.225 Rushcliffe
OXFORDSHIRE
267. 998 49. 896 9.639 28.418 24.394 799.333 98. 6B8 - 304 Cherwe11
209. 113 729 744 40. 200 - 991. 606 279. 339 • e 9.233 Oiford
13. 110 127.637 8 . 826 - 988.616 841.473 - - 2 .2 2 2 South Osfordshire
109. 939 74.691 27. 631 4.329 141. 999 771.040 34.203 921 473 Vale of White Horse 
West Osfordshire
z3&3.
Local Authority
SALES OF RECLAIMED WASTE
Paper
(85| (861
Glass
(87|
Oil
(881
Metals
189)
Metsls
190)
Other
(91)
CONTRIBUTIONS FROM 
OTHER AUTHORITIES
Authority
(92)
authorities
<931
Tots!
Income
(94)
Expenditure
(95)
£ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £
99 33.071 336. 439
- ■ - - - - - - - - 113.301 994.168
- 413 - - - - 32 ~ - 37. 408 543.012
- - 3. 910 - - • - - 10. 760 - 34. 490 373. 163
- 493 11.963 “ 603 - " - 108. 300 310.042 2.434.438
- _ - - _ _ _ 31.719 774.480
- - - - - - - - - 43. 382 240.306
• . • “ . r “ “ “ 10.788 236.732
- - - - - - - - 36. 623 433.347
- _ 3. 333 _ _ _ 283 _ 39.042 547. 072
12.432 - 2 1 2 - 271 - 96 ■- 3.761 31.833 638.521
- 23 - - _ ■ _ _ 47. 127 623. 698
— - 134 ” ~ - ' 13.371 713.562
- _ _ 23.046 1.444 37. 084 729.624
- . — - - — — 160 - 1.060 44.903 717. 642
“ - - - - - 73. 193 733. 970
- _ - - - - _ _ _ 49.033 633.861
- 1. 119 - - — - - - — 232. 022 961. 770
38 “* • • “ ~ 14.000 343.933
_ _  . 867 1 02. 660 339,437
“ 13 682 - - 691 - “ 2 0. 260 393. 813
- 07 1.344 29 393 - _  ■ - 81.036 441. 371
46.737 84 17. 493 - - • 1.312 - • 171.356 1. 194. 639
- 103 699 - - - - - - 16.530 369.232
- 286 1.699 “ “• * . “ " 9. 630 416. 198
98 1. 433 4. 936 20. 337 316.339
“ 376 - “ - - - “ 37.311 609. 323
_ _ - » _ - _ _ 24. 014 492.690
- — . • “ - “ “ 11.280 629. 401
3. 262 333 _  ' 26. 430 403. 726
- - - - - - - - - 12. 433 606. 098
- - - - - - . . - - • - 199. 193 1. 164. 136
- - - - - - - — - 7. 480 336. 174
- 22 960 - - - - • 19. 746 664.376
436 243 3. 208 - 163 - - - - 190.633 1.014. 196
- - • - - - - - - - 34.940 632.663
737 6.332 • • ■ ■ •• 123 “ • * «• 110.063 614.690
- - - - - . - - - - 49.361 903.843
. - - - 624 9. 608 _ _ _ 73.732 911.273
- . - 300 - 400 50 - ■ - — 56.609 665. 232
- - - - - - - - - 5B. 503 940.750
- • - - - . - - - - - 63.468 736.60S
- - - - - - -  ■ - 18. 0 0 0 341. 387 2. 772. 963
* * ~ — “ 58.235 791.123
- - - a- ‘ * _ 99. 192 700. 143
- • • 2.470 -  ■ - ' - 130.000 — 421.262 570. 344
- 1.986 - - . - - 30. 093 - 42. 301 799. 172
* 2 . 100 - - - - - 37.297 733. 743
NON-MET 01STR t CT8-EN0LAND
LEICESTERSHIRE
Blaby
Charnwood
Harborough
Hinckley l< Bosworth
Leicester
Melton
North West Leicestershire 
Oadby L Wigston 
Rutland
LINCOLNSHIRE
8 oston
East Lindsey 
Lincoln 
North Kesteven 
South Holland 
South Kesteven 
West Lindsey
NORFOLK
Breckiand
Broadland
Cre.it Yarmouth
Kings Lynn l< West Norfolk
North Norfolk
Norwich
South Norfolk
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Corby
Daventry
East Northamptonshire
Kettering
Northampton
South Northamptonshire 
Wellingborough
NORTHUMBERLAND 
Alnwick 
Blyth Valley 
Castle Morpeth 
Tynedale 
Wansbec k
NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven
Hamhleton
Harrogate
Rlchmondshtre
Ryed.ale
Scarborough
Selby
York
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
Ashfield
Bassetlaw
Brostowe
Cediing
Mansfield
Newark
Nottingham
Rushcliffe
OXFORDSHIRE 
Cherwel1 
Oxford
South Osfordshire 
Vale of White Horse 
West Oifordshire
Revenue
(96)
C’OOO
48
38
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 
ON REPLACEMENT VEHICLES
Loan
(97)
Repairs & 
Renewals 
Fund
(98)
Lease
(99)
COSTS OF COLLECTION
COST PER TONNE
Gross Net
Net cost per 
domestic 
h r rcdi'-imcr.!
Net cost per 
head of
Waste 
collected 
per 
head of
pGpuiiiiGO
(100) (tot) (102) (103) (104) Local Authority
rooo ro o o ro o o C C C C ><0
NON-MET D1STRICT8 -ENQLAND 
LEICESTERSHIRE
- - - 36. 31 34. 39 18. B1 6 . 90 201 Blaby
— - 69 37. 90 23. 04 19. 13 7. 04 281 Charnwood
-  ■ - 33 aa aa 23. 42 8. 73 aa Harborough
- - 33 23. 16 23 73 16. 86 6 . 36 268 Hinckley L Bosworth
— at 391 19. 38 16. 67 23. 39 8 . 69 343 Laicastar 
Mt1 ton
- - 61 33. 93 32. 39 23. 62 9. 79 298 North Hast Leicestershire
- 16 - 18. 47 13. 48 12. 74 4. 33 274 Oadby t Wigston
23. 43 22. 43 22. 24 7. 00 312 Rutland
LINCOLNSHIRE
- 39 “ 37. 17 34. 27 2 0. 36 8 . 27 241 Boston
East Lindsay
- - 2 0. 20 18.24 17. 36 7. 10 389 Lincoln
- 74 “ 23.73 22.74 21.46 7. 94 331 North Kesteven • 
South Holland
- - - 23. 61 22. 33 2 1. 23 8. 34 373 South Kesteven
30. 00 29. 36 24. 39 9. 38 319 Uest Lindsey
NORFOLK
— - 38 37. 99 33. 28 10. 87 7. 36 207 Breckland
- - 134 27. 20 23. 60 10. 90 7. 26 277 Broadlantf
- “ 62 29. 06 26. 40 20. 43 8 . 92 333 Great Yarmouth
Kings Lynn t> Uest Norfolk
- - ■ — 23. 66 23. 78 16. 64 7. 47 307 North Norfolk
- - 96 30. 20 24. 33 18. 87 7. 63 313 Norwich
4a aa aa 14. 47 3. 60 aa South Norfolk 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
— a — 13. 46 12. 93 17. 47 6 . 39 333 Corby
aa — 24. 98 23. 73 17. 93 6. 73 282 Daventry
East Northamptonshire
— — 33 18. 01 13.22 15.63 6 . 17 406 Kettering
- - 73 28 33 24. 77 IB 80 7. 20 294 Northampton
34 - - 23.61 24. 31 14. 97 3. 60 2 2 0 South Northamptonshire
23. 34 2 2. 80 16 83 6 . 43 283 Wei 1 Ingborough 
NORTHUMBERLAND
- - , 63 33. 20 33. 39 27. 14 10. 87 329 Alnwick
~ 86 17. 40 16. 39 20. 32 7. 79 473 Blyth Valley 
Castle Morpeth
- ■ - - 19. 10 18. 20 2 2. 91 9. 04 492 Tyneda 1 e
26. 43 23. 96 23. 62 1 0. 12 390 Uansbeck •
NORTH YORKSHIRE
- - 26. 76 23. 12 20. 73 8 . 30 334 Craven
- 33 - 21. 33 20. 90 2 2. 01 8 . 0 0 303 Hambleton
- - 139 2 2. 30 19. 21 21. 37 0 23 429 Harrogate
- - - 13. 81 13 49 24. 46 7. 03 307 Richmondshlre
94 - 14. 87 14. 44 19. 92 7. 62 328 fl y e d a 1 e
- - 73 26. 47 2 2. 20 23 44 9. 93 446 Scarborough
- 89 - 33. 90 32. S3 27.97 10. 16 312 Selby
aa aa aa aa a a. 13. 44 3. 99 444 York
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
— — 93 22. 83 21. 64 2 2. 03 8. 36 393 Ashfield 
Basset law
- - 104 aa aa 22. 37 a a aa Broitowe
- 3 62 30. 73 20. 84 21. 14 8. 23 206 Cedllng
— - 70 23. 93 24. 44 24. 13 9. 43 387 Mansf i eld
- ■ - 63 22. 39 20. 39 18 48 7. 03 337 Newark
- - 114 23. 62 22 96 25. 36 1 0. 01 439 Nottingham
18.34 17. 25 2 2. 13 8 . 33 403 Rushcliffe
OXFORDSHIRE
— - 72 24. 10 2 1. 00 17. 50 6 . 20 283 Cherwell
- - - 28. IB 13. 70 15. SO 4..90 290 Oiford
- - - 18. 60 17. 66 16 99 6. 06 343 South Oifordshire
13 26. 44 23. 13 19. 33 6. 98 276 Vale of White Horse 
Uest Oifordshire
POPULATION & AREA NUMBER OF HEREDITAMENTS WASTE COLLECTED - BY WEIGHT
% OF TOTAL 
YASTE COLLECTED 
BY CONTRACTORS
Local Auihoriiy
Population
at
30 6 83
iii
Aral
121
Density
ol
population
at
30.683
(31
Domestic 
(4) •
Commercial
IS)
Industrial
(61
Other
(7)
Total 
weight 
ol all 
waste
(81
Actual 
or est­
imated 
weight 
ol all 
waste
(91
Est­
imated
%
ol watte
weighed
(10|
Routine
collect­
ions
(11)
Abnormal
circum­
stances
(12)
NON-MET DISTRICTB-ENCLANO 
SHROPSHIRE
•ooo heclarat per hectare tonnes % % %
Bridgnorth 90. 2 63. 367 0. 79 18. 331 2. 096 192 628 17. 761 E • “ ' "*
North Shropshire 
Oswestry
90. 3 67.999 0. 74 IB. 093 2. 60S III 692 aa aa
Shrewsbury !■ Atchaa 8 8. 9 60. 299 1. 47 33. 806 4, 199 129 841 28. 960 E —
South Shropthlro 
The Wrekin
34. 2 102. 796 0. 33 14. 179 1.994 69 679 9. 483 E a
SOMERSET ...
Mandip 91. a 73. 882 1. 24 34. 180 6.289 172 1 099 26. 900 E 21 IOO —
Sedgemoor 90. 9 96. 779 1. 60 34. 469 9. 823 143 992 34.948 E — •
Taunton Daana 
West Somerset
6 8. 3 49.834 1. 93 34. 117 6. 8 86 131 887 29. 000 E lOO
Yaovll
STAFFORDSHIRE
139. 2 99.946 I. 41 92. 103 lO. 938 348 1 447 36. 000 E
Cannock Chaaa 89. 9 7,890 10. 84 30.921 4. 194 263 409 26. 900 E T ■ ~
Eatt Staffordshire 99. 3 38. 820 2. 49 39. 778 9. 493 178 717 43. 000 E “ — *■
Lichfield 89. 9 33.004 2. 71 31.264 4. 678 2 1 0 907 29. 0 0 0 E 90 •
Newcastle-under-Lyme 119. 1 21. 109 9. 64 49. 936 6.190 182 708 34. 000 E 90 “■
South Staffordthira 99. 9 40. 897 2. 49 36. 079 4. 178 132 627 32. 900 E 3
Stafford
Staffordthira Moorlandi
116. 3 99. 938 1. 94 42.489 9. 931 119 923 38. 789 E 40
Stoka-on-Trant 290. 4 9.278 26. 99 98. 289 12. 619 789 1 399 79. 929 ' E 70
Tamworth
SUFFOLK
6 6. 9 3.099 21. 49 24.008 3.674 189 2 1 0 31. 000 E 29
Babargh 79. 6 99. 929 1. 27 28. 674 9. 061 181 762 2 1 .0 0 0 E 2 “ •
Forest Haath 94. 0 37. 397 1. 44 19. 722 4. 138 169 499 19. 0 0 0 E 2 *•
Ipswich 1 2 0. 2 4. 029 29. 83 46. 912 7, 282 117 907 aa aa ■ - *
Hid Suffolk 72. 3 87.084 0. 83 27. 442 3. 760 121 822 aa aa aa -a “
St Edmundsbury 89. 0 69. 689 1. 39 32. 963 7. 948 297 876 29. 000 E 60 1
Suffolk Coattal 99. 9 8 8. 938 1. 12 39.611 9. 798 129 1 266 26. 900 E 29
Waveney
SURREY
101. 9 36. 997 2. 74 41.999 6.039 206 1 129 29. 168 A 97
Eloibrldga tit I 9.667 11.49 43. 909 9.996 199 726 31.300 E —
Epsom l> Ewall 6 8. 0 3. 411 19. 94 24. 962 4. 094 36 283 18. 361 A 100 “
Guildford 124. 7 27. 101 4. 60 49, 938 8. 974 191 8 8 6 34. 790 E 7 “
Mala Vallag 76. 9 29.891 2. 97 29. 499 4. 470 100 643 23. 968 E “
Raigata t Banstaad 116. 7 12. 914 9. 04 43. 999 9. 313 137 646 24. 826 A 100 ■* ■
Runnymede 72 6 7. 822 9. 28 26. 276 4. 829 190 470 21. 320 E - - “
Spalthorna 91. 1 9. 617 16. 22 39. 302 9. 178 279 994 27. 017 A 98 ” “
Surray Haath 
Tandridga
77. 0 9.691 7. 98 26. 373 4. 291 94 491 2 2. 096 A 100
Wavarlag 112. 7 34. 943 3. 26 41. 194 6 . 976 127 899 31. 000 E too —
Making
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire
83. 9 6 . 399 13 19 32. 047 6. 920 128 490 21.286 E .8
Nunaaton I Bedworth 
Rugby
113. 6 7.898 14.38 41. 9B0 7. 129 322 462 30. 076 A too
Stratford-on-Avon 101. 9 97. 739 1. 04 3B. 972 6. 948 280 1 240 29. 713 A 100 • —
Warwick
WEST SUSSEX 
Adur
119. 6 28.293 4. 09 43. 896 8 . 933 286 1 123 32. 992 E 100
Arun 122. 7 22. 092 9 99 93. 961 11. 124 238 I 096 33. 637 A too “ —
Chichaitar 99. 8 78. 677 1. 27 40.322 6 . 686 163 1 473 31. 007 E 70 - -
Crawley 82 8 4. 408 18 78 30, 496 8 . 623 179 396 29, 900 E - - -
Horthan 103. 2 93. 122 1. 94 39. 206 7. 703 290 1 019 26. 199 E 40 — —
Hid Suttaa 118. 9 33. 213 3 98 43. 489 7. 329 162 780 28. 193 E 74 —
Worthing
WILTSHIRE
93 4 3.264 28. 62 40. 799 9.021 161 939 27. 979 A 100
Kannat 6 6. 1 99. 806 0. 69 22. 919 4.222 49 B19 24. 962 E 24 “ —
Worth Wiltthira 106. 7 76. 999 1. 39 37. 109 6.311 182 1.004 30. 000 E 80 “ -
Salitbury 
Thamasdown 
Watt Wiltthira
102. 9 100. 496 1. 0 2 36. 319 9. 030 124 1.164 39. 000 E
Itlat of Scilly 2 . 0 1.639 1. 22 869 258 7 87 1. 490 E - - -
_;j /J-»
WASTE COLLECTED 
- BY TYPE
WASTE COLLECTED 
- BY METHOD OF STORAGE METHODS OF COLLECTION
HOUSEHOLD WASTE
House­
hold
wflsM
113)
Com­
mercial
(14)
Indust­
rial
(15)
Contained
in
dustbins
(16)
Contained
In
dispos­
able
iaCU
(17)
Contained 
in bulk 
storage 
containers 
(16)
uther
(19)
Backdoor
collect
&
return
(20)
Karbtide
(211
Other
collect
&
return
122)
Skep
123)
Other
norma!
methods
(24)
Spools!
collections
(25) Local Authority
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
NON-HET O18TRICTB-eN0i-AND
SHROPSHIRE
6? 9 2 3 80 9 a 33 14 30 1 - - Bridgnorth
93 2 100 - - 100 - — — “ — North Shropahire Oswestry
83 13 _ 20 70 2 8 76 - IB - - 6 Shrewsbury It Atcham
89 8 3 89 4 7 28 60 10 2 South Shropshire The Wrekin
SOHERSET
92 8 _ aa at aa aa 1 99 - - - - Hendip
90 9 1 93 2 2 3 — 100 — - - - Sedgemoor
89 6 3 84 6 3 3 100 “ — — Taunton Deane 
West Somerset
93 4 1 — 98
‘
2 1 98 1 Yeovil
STAFFORDSHIRE
94 6 _ 83 1 8 6 98 - ■ - - 2 - Cannock Chase
84 16 - 2 89 9 - 97 - - - 1 2 East Staffordshire
90 10 _ 93 6 1 100 — - - - - Lichfield
84 16 - 61 6 12 21 100 - ' - . - ■ - - Newcastle-under-Lyme
88 11 1 82 13 3 97 - - - 1 2 South Staffordshire
83 13 - - 80 20 - 98 “ - - 2 StaffordStaffordshire Hoorlands
76 9 13 9 62 9 20 92 - - - 3 - 3 Stoke-on-Trent
90 10 - 80 - ■ 20 - 3 - 83 10 - Tamworth
92 8 _ 64 31 - 3 - 29 3 0 40 - 1
B6 7 7 - 93 7 - 64 33 ' - - - 1
80 20 - 77 - 19 4 - - - to o - -
aa aa aa aa aa aa ae aa •  • «« •  « ' • • aa
78 13 7 60 20 - 2 0 30 43 - - 3
99 1 - 3 93 -  ■ - 9 0 - - - 10
98 2 - 91 3 3 1 — — 9 9 1
94 3 1 77 23 _ 100 - - - - -
70 20 10 aa aa aa aa - - - 100 - ”
80 20 - - 80 13 7 97 - - - 3
89 11 - 6 89 3 - 100 - — - - -
93 3 - 84 6 9 1 - - - 08 7 3
86 13 1 8 6 ----- 13 1 - - - 93 3 2
92 a - 9 0 ------ 9 1 21 - - 73 3 1
93 3 - ~ 93 3 - 99 • “ a 1
9 8 2 _ _ 94 6 100 - - - - -
90 10 — — 83 13 89 6 3
8 8  ' 3 7 8 8 - 7 3 9 3 - - - - 3
84 16 - - 93 7 - 100 - - - - -
86 12 2 8 6 2 10 2 100
90 10 96 1 3 . . _ 90 2
73 20 3 60 30 2 8 9B - - - - 2
76 22 2 63 1 29 3 - 3 10 03 - -
90 1 0 — 84 - 10 6 - - - 93 1 6
70 3 0 — 70 24 6 - - - - 7 ! 26 3
93 3 “ 93 3 — * 94 3 1
93 3 2 73 22 _ 3 t 89 _ 10
89 10 1 75 20 - 3 3 83 3 - - 3
92 8 -  . 83 10 3 ■ - 3 0 63 - - 3 -
SUFFOLK 
Dabergh 
Fornt Haath 
Ipswich 
Hid Suffolk 
St Edmundsburg 
Suffolk Coastal 
Waveney
SURREY
Elmbridga
Epsom lr Ewall
Cuildford
Hola Valley
Raigata !• Banstaad
Runnymada
Spa 1 thorns
Surrty Haath
Tandridga
Uaverley
Hot ing
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire 
Nunaaton l< Badworth 
Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon
Warwick
WEST SUSSEX
Adur
Arun
Chichsstsr 
Crawlay 
Horsham 
Hid Susses 
Worthing
WILTSHIRE
Kannat
North Wiltshire 
Salisbury 
Thamasdown 
West Wiltshire
10 Isles of Scilly
DISPOSABLE SACKS USED
COMMERCIAL WASTE
Local Authority
Backdoor
collect
&
return
(261
Kerbs ids 
127)
Other
collect
&
return
(28)
Skep
(29)
Other
normal
methods
(30)
Special
collections
(31)
Collection
system
(See
Notesl
(321
Peper
(33)
Plastic
(34)
NON-MET DISTBICTS-ENCLAND
SHROPSHIRE 
Bridgnorth 
North Shropshire 
Oswestry
Shrewsbury l< Atchaa 
South Shrapohtro 
Tho Wrekin
16
100
SO
13
IB
33
S
10
1.337
1.300
a. 300 13
SOMERSET 
Mendip 
Sedgemoor 
Taunton Oeane 
Nett Somerset 
Yeovil
99
100
100
ISO
aa
30
STAFFORDSHIRE 
Cannock Chase 
East Staffordshire 
Lichfield
Newcastle-under-Lyme 
South Staffordshire 
Stafford
Staffordshire Moorlands
Stoke-on-Trent
Tamworth
SUFFOLK 
Babergh 
Forest Heath 
Ipswich 
Mid Suffolk 
St Edmundsbury 
Suffolk Coastal 
Waveney
.SURREY 
Elmbridgc 
Epsom l> Ewell 
Guildford 
Mole Valley 
Reigate S. Danstead 
Runnymede 
Spe1 thorns 
Surrey Heath 
Tandridge *
Waver ley 
Woking
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire 
Nuneaton I. Bedworth 
Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon
Warwick
WEST SUSSEX
Adur
Arun
Chichester 
Crawley 
Horsham 
Mid Susses 
Worthing
WILTSHIRE
Kennet
North Wiltshire 
Salisbury 
Thamesdown 
West Wiltshire
80
3
33
100
73
98
B9
90
93
33
90
7100
14
100
30
96
63
93
94 
76
100
70
3
10
30
3
88
83
23
63
60
SO
3
90
73
36
IS
IS
3
63
S3
3
3.481 
1. BOO 
330 
3.400 
3. 000
3.919
300 
1. BOO
750 
3. 700 
30
2. 500
23
3. 200 
2. 800
64
SO
4
2. 300
4.03S 
2. 200
2 . 800 38
39
12
26
23
94
Isles of Scilly 100
NUMBER OF 
bulk STORAGE 
CONTAINERS
PROVISION OF 
DUSTBINS' 
SACKHOIDERS
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION PER WEEK
NORMAL HOUSEHOLD 
WASTE
COMMERCIAL
WASTE
wjth
compaction
(35)
Without
compaction
(361
Charge
!$m
Notes)
(371
Number
(38)
Twice 
or more 
(39)
Once
140)
l_-.- ik.;.
once
(411
or more 
(421
Once
(43)
once
(44) Local Authority
140 F 703
% %
98
%
3
% %
100
S
NON-MET DI8TRICT8-EN0LAND
SHROPSHIRE
Bridgnorth
- - N - _ - 85 15 - too - North Shropshire
40 N _ _ 98 3 3 98 _
Oswestry
Shrewsbury 1 Atchaai
- - N - - 56 44 10 48 43 South Shropshire
60 N 100 1 99
The Wrekin
SOMERSET
Msndip
- - N •e - 100 - 5 ‘ 95 - Sedgemoor
- 100 C - — 100 - 30 80 - Taunton Deane
- - N - - 100 - 1 99 -
Uest Somerset
Yeovil
390 N 100 30 80
STAFFORDSHIRE 
Cannock Chase
471 - C 373 - 100 - - 94 6 East Staffordshire
- 403 N 45 - too - 3 - 98 Lichfield
- 606 F 3. 726 - 100 - 3 98 - Newcastle-under-Lyme
■ - 320 C 476 - 100 - - too - South Staffordshire
- 610 F 800 - too - 30 78 2 Stafford
_ 1.031 F 7. 344 • 100 _ 5 95 _ Stoke-on-Trent
481 - F 600 - 100 - 10 90 “ Tamworth
N 100 1 99
SUFFOLK
Dabergh
• • ee N - 1 98 1 . - 100 — Forest Heath
• • •* N - ' - 100 - 35 75 - Ipswich
- - C ee - 100 - 3 98 - Mid Suffolk
- - N - - too - 2 0 80 — St Edmundsbury
- - N - - too - 5 95 - Suffolk Coastal
163 N - too 1 95 4 Uaveney
1.600 F 350 100 35 75
SURREY
Elmbridge
- 549 F S3 - too - 2 98 - Epsom ti Ewell
- 1.352 N - ' too - 30 70 • - Ouildford
300 - F - ■ - too - 2 98 - Mole Valley
- . 577 C 48 - 100 5 90 5 Reigate t> Banstaad
- 600 N 5 - 100 - 20 80 - Runnymede
- 401 N - 1 99 - 30 65 5 Spelthorne
- 522 C - - too - 1 99 - Surrey Heath
_ _ C 80 _ 100 _ 5 95 _
Tandrldge 
Waver ley
_ 350 F 350 - 100 -  ■ 34 76 - Uoking
B76 C 827 100 6 6 34
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire 
Nuneaton 1. Bedworth
_ 328 C 584 _ 100 _ 8 92 _
Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon
“ 787 N 3.337 - 100 “ 30 80 “ Warwick
410 N 100 6 94
WEST 8U3SEX
Adur
Arun
- 60 N - - too - - 100 - Chichester
- 1. 0 00 N - - 100 - IS 85 - Crawley
- 628 N - - 85 IS 5 90 5 Horsham
- 392 N - - 100 - 5 95 - Mid Susses
“ 500 N - 100 - 13 82 5 Worthing
N 99 1 3 98
WILTSHIRE
Kennet
- - C ee - 100 - 5 95 - North Wiltshire
- 310 N ■ - 10 90 - BO 2 0 - Salisbury
C SO 100 SO SO
Thamasdown 
Uest Wiltshire
Isles of Scilly.
NUMBER OF 
BOTTLE BANKS
WASTE OIL 
COLLECTION 
POINTS
AMOUNT OF WASTE
Lccs! Authority
Owned & 
operated 
by tha 
local 
authority
{45}
Other
{45}
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority 
{47}
Other
(«g.
garagea)
i46i
Paper
i4$i
Abandoned
Vehicles
|S0|
Glass
(511
Oil
(521
Ferrous
Metals
(53)
NON-MET DtSTRtCTS-ENCLAND
SHROPSHIRE
Bridgnorth 3
tonnet no. tonnes
43
'000 litres tonnes
North Shropshire 4 - - ee •a — 96 — —
Oswestry
Shrewsbury ti Atchaa 1 22 _ 3 aa
South Shropshire - 1 . - - — 9 - aa» .
Tho Urohin
SOMERSET
Mondlp 1
Sadgemoor - - — — - 193 - — -
Taunton Deane - - • • _ 96 _ •
Udt Somerset 
Yoovl1 - - - - - 37 - -  ■ . -
STAFFORDSHIRE 
Cannock Choi• 3 9 101
East Staffordshire 2 - - - _ 14 127 _ _
Lichfield 1 1 - 2 _ 19 ' 83 _ -
• - — _ 8 _
- - . - . _ 8 _ _ •
Stafford 3 ' _ _ 3 340 _
Staffordihlro Moorland* 
Stoka-on-Trent _ > " 1.019 39
Tamworth - - 1 40 - -
SUFFOLK 
Baborgh - 93Forest Hoath - 12 _ _ 14 _ _
Ipswich - - - - a# a* _ _  . ee
Mid Suffolk - - ee ee »• » * _ aa ee
St Edmundsbury - 3 - - _ 103 120Suffolk Coastal - - - _ 28 _Wavaney It - - - - 400 - -
SURREY
Elmbridgo e 120 300Epsom t> Ewell - - - _  •. _ 26 _Cuildford - 3 1 1 2. 428 132 330 1Molo Valtoy • 16 - _ _ 430 _
Roigato t Banstoad - 27 - - _ 826 _ 436 _Runnymtda - - • - 112 _Spalthorna - 6 - ee _ 63 2 2 0 _Surrey Haath aw 3 - 7 - 128 2 0 0 _Tandri dga 
Waverley 11 1 80 622Woking - - . “ - a* - -
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshir* 
Nuneaton t Oadworth 3 ■ 1 42 264Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon 3 2 2 289Warwick “ - - - - -
WEST 8US8EX
Adur
Arun 12 134 442
Chichattar 10 - 2 - - 131 357 3Crawl ay - - - - _ a*
Horsham - 11 1 ■ - - 2 0 533Mid Eussas 10 - - - - 71 240 _Worthing B 1 2 . 682 179 323 6 -
WILTSHIRE
Kannat •m sa 16 56North Wiltshire - 1 - - 490 _ 3Salisbury 2 - - - 1.703 163 440Thamasdown 
Wast Wiltshira
lslas of Scllly
I b O J ' O H  I U M L Q
reclaimed
NUMBER OF LOCAL AUTHORIT 
COLLECTION VEHICLES
YS ' NUMBER OF C( 
COLLECTION
5NTRACT0RS
VEHICLES
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST
Metals
(54)
Other
155)
compaction
(56)
completion
(57)
purpou
(58)
Totil
(59)
completion
(60)
Without
compaction
(61)
Genorii
purpose
(62)
Total
(631 Local Authority
tonnes tonnes
a 2 10
NON-MET DI8TRICT8-EN0LAND
SHROPSHIRE 
Bridgnorth
_ • • 10 - 2 12 - ' - - — North Shropshire
12 1 3 16 _
Oswestry
Shrewsbury * Atcham
_ • _  . 3 - - 3 — - — • South Shropshire
• • • • •• • • 10 1 It
The Wrekin
SOMERSET
Mendip
“ “ 13--
••
— --- 1it
1 16 
• • 9
—
1 10
Sedgemoor 
Taunton Deane
- - 13 1 3 17 - - ■ - -
Uest Somerset 
Yeovi1
It 1 12
STAFFORDSHIRE 
Cannock Chase
- - ' 16 - 3 21 - - - - East Staffordshire
- - 12 2 - 14 - - - - Lichfield ,
_ • •’ 2 2 1 2 23 - . — - . - NewcastIe-undtr-Lyme
_ - ■ 12 1 1 14 - . - . - - South Staffordshire
• _ _ 22 - 1 23 - - ■ . — - Stafford
33 4' 3 40 _ _
Staffordshire Moorlands 
Stoke-on-Trent
- - • « it • • • • 7 - - 7 Tamworth
16 1 2 19
SUFFOLK
Babergh
' - 7 - 2 9 - • - - - Forest Heath
. # • •a 17 - - 17 - - - - - Ipswich
«» a* - • • aa • • • • - - - - Mid Suffolk
- _ IS - 2 17 • • aa aa • « St Edmundsbury
- - 13 - 3 2 0 - - - - Suffolk Coastal
- - 18 1 19 ■ * - - “ Uaveney
21 1 2 2
SURREY
Elmbridge
- - 10 - 1 11 - - Epsom l« Ewell
- - 23 2 3 2B - - • •. - - Ouildford
_ - _ 17 2 2 21 - - - ■ - Mole Valley
- - 23 - 3 2B - - ■ - Reigate 1 Banstead
.« - . 12 - - 12 - - - - Runnymede
- - . 14 - 2 16 - - • • - • — Spelthorne
_ - 13 - - 13 - - - - Surrey Heath
IB _ IB _ _
Tandridge 
Uaverley
- 11 i - 12 - “ “ Woking
13 2 2 17
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire 
Nuneaton I* Bedworlh
17 _ _ 17 _  .
Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon
- - ■ 20 - 1 21 “ -■ • Warwick
26 26
WEST SUSSEX
Adur
Arun
_ • 24 1 1 26 - • - - - Chichester
_ - IS 2 - 17 - -. - - Crawley
- - IB 1 1 2 0 - - Horsham
. - • 21 - - 21 ' - - -  - - . Mid Susses
“ “ IS 3 1 19 “ - - - Worthing
2 10 2 12
WILTSHIRE
Kennet
- - 17 1 - IB - - - - North Wiltshire
- - 22 1 2 23 - - - - Sali sbury
1 1 2
Thamesdown 
West Wiltshire
Isles of Scllly
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
LOCAL AUTHORITY STAFF EMPLOYED AT 31.3.84 EXPENDITURE
Drivers Loaders
Drive re' 
Loaders
Other
manual
Vehicle
main­
tenance
Technical
&
administ­
rative Total
Contract­
ors'
manual
employ­
ees Employees
Premises/
depots
Provision
oi
disposable
sacks
riuViitOtl
of
dustbins
Local Authority (64) (65) (66) (67) (68) (69) (70) (71) (72) (73) (74) (76)
I.L..
NON-MET DISTRICTS-ENOLAND
SHROPSHIRE 
Bridgnorth 
North Shropshire 
Oswestry
Shrewsbury 6 Ateha*
South Shropshire 
:Tho Wrekin
SOMERSET 
Hendip 
Sedgemoor 
Taunton Doan*
Watt Somerset 
Yaovil
STAFFORDSHIRE 
Cannock Chata 
East Staffordshira 
Lichfiald
Newcastle-under-Lyme 
South Staffordshire 
Stafford
Staffordshire Moorlands
Stoka-on-Trant
Tamworth
SUFFOLK 
Babargh 
Forest Haath 
Ipswich 
Mid Suffolk 
St Edmundsbury 
Suffolk Coastal 
Waveney
SURREY 
‘Elmbridge 
Epsom & Ewall 
Culldford 
Mole Valley 
Raigata 6 Banstaad 
Runnymada 
Spelthorne 
Surrey Haath 
Tandridge 
Waverley 
Noking
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire 
Nuneaton l> Badworth 
Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon
Warwick
WEST SUSSEX
Adur
Arun
Chichester 
Crawley 
Horsham 
Mid Susses 
Worthing
WILTSHIRE
Ksnntt
North Wiltshira 
Salisbury 
Thamasdown 
West Wiltshira
7 ti _ 2 _ 20 - 194.163 4. 108 34.631 -
12 13 ' - " ■ - 2 29 197. 347 17. 397 23. 283
* 31 4 1 1 2 43 1 404.761 36. 733 49. 809 -
a 4 *“ — 1 13 — 102. 920 8. 480 783
88 86 6 8 68 86 1 1 28 9. 119
_ _ _
12 26 _ aa aa 38 - 302.291 10. 964 1.472 328
88 88 6 6 86 68 88 ** 2 2 - “ — 3. 363
10 21 2 2 - 4 39 - 303.330 13. 303 92.963 -
9 37 _ 3 4 33 _ 403. 604 1 2. 031 4. 388 -
7 34 13 1 3 3 63 - 464.247 34.312 8 6. 836 7. 242
12 30 6 3 3 - - 34 • - 396. 829 9. 730 74.200 228
2 0 77 — 2 3 102 — 703. 323 1. 302 14. 462 13. 6 6 8
34 13 - 2 2 31 - 398. 443 17. 780 70. 133 2. 799
13 34 - 3 . 7 39 - 468. 397 IB. 101 108. 466 4.409
_ 81 31 2 4 12 130 _ 1.233.639 128. 363 134.069 33.233
1 1 19 177.701 4. 436 1 0 .0 0 0
16 18 _ 3 3 40 _ 293. 769 7. 391 16.934 -
2 13 4 - 1 - 22 - 178.337 1. 763 43. 376 -
_ 38 27 - 7 3 73 - 620. 118 eel 77 2. 879
aa ee aa aa aa aa aa - 234.611 22. 236 1.877 1.821
_ 21 16 - - - 37 aa 331.763 3. 887 24.937 “
14 16 — 2 4 36 - 413.993 9. 640 137.827 —
16 33 6 - 2 2 61 “ 312. 733 - - 9. 702
13 43 7 8 3 76 _ 631.344 13. 458 78. 756 4.839
27 8 - 3 7 43 - 240. 610 41. 363 676
22 43 13 3 11 8 106 - 788. 934 33. 480 91.049 “
_ 33 12 4 2 1 34. - 393. 193 42. 373 76. 336 “
20 32 11 3 4 6 98 - 938. 113 39. 629 6. 382 430
9 32 4 - 2 2 49 - 433.313 19.000 3.440
10 44 9 _ 3 3 69 - 362. 361 16. 739 372 ”
11 21 8 - 2 - 2 44 - 334. 104 14.834 6 6. 073 2. 640
7 28 3 2 3 47 _ 317. 926 54, 159 110.917 -
13 31 “ ' 2 2 48 — 381,233 4.237 8 6. 430 6.236
14 48 9 - 3 2 76 - 611. 133 6.696 6.498 8.670
34 13 4 2 33 _ 481.033 33.402 131.046 2.087
“ 39 18 — 2 2 81 : — 626. 926 11.963 3.227 18.217
16 34 11 1 4 . 4 90 749. 334 31.860
_ _
17 49 7 - 3 4 80 - 706. 229 23. 0 2 0 6.444 “
12 30 9 - 3 4 60 - 434. 353 34.865 “ •
12 44 B - 3 4 73' - 356.934 26. 839 - —
33 39 - 2 1 77 - 633. 378 43.499 30.916 *
- 44 16 4 3 4 71 " 704.023 23. 303
22 it 1 2 36 _ 261. 366 10.742 4. 312 188
_ 28 IB - 2 2 30 . - 335. 907 24.0B3 16. 190 “
- 33 20 3 - 3 63 329. 099 33. 467 3. 500 •
Isles of Sci 11y
1983-84 ACTUALS 37.6
EXPENDITURE INCOME
AGENCY SERVICES COLLECTION SERVICES
Transport 
& moveable 
plant 
(76)
Establishment
expenses
(77)
Other
running
expenses
(78)
Other
local
authorities
(79)
Contractors
(80|
Gross
Expenditura
181)
Commercial
watte
(82)
Bulky
household
watte
(83)
Other
(84) Local Authority
C C E C C C C , C C
NON-NET DISTRICTB-ENOCAND 
SHROPSHIRE
103.003 4. 947 3. 396 2.341 — 348.611 27.768 394 6. 332 Bridgnorth
124.433 32. 397 1.872 3.272 — 402. 223 3. 199 — - North Shropshire 
Oswestry
138. 333 33. 643 32. 636 - - 713.919 33. 343 - — Shrewsbury 6 Atehaai
91.794 18. 190 2 . 628 4.384 229. 179 11.788 968 130 South Shropshire 
The Wrek in •
SOMERSET
12. 206 29. 278 70.027 - 317.318 438. 148 42. 997 - 1.321 Mendip
186. 039 97. 722 8 . 233 ■ - - 607. 271 33. 342 341 411 Sedgeiaoor
“ 34.323 437 — 289. 324 329. 849 23. 330 1.912 — Taunton Oeane 
West Somerset
209. 941 8 6. 643 708. 604 43. 239 Yeovil
STAFFORDSHIRE
134. 291 41. 304 10.233 - — 626.071 26.931 306 - ' Cannock Chase
217.039 61. 434 40 - - 871. 170 48. 133 147 19.847 East Staffordshire
203. 912 33.437 • 3.076 - 1. 344 746. 976 72. 927 - 3. 687 Lichfield
480. 030 83. 032 9. 687 - - 1.309. 744 34. 928 19 40. 479 Newest tle-under-Lyaie
171.033 33. 100 3. 707 3. 138 - 722. 133 18. 382 1. 147 3. 329 South Staffordshire
271.234 101. 831 9. 432 17. 427 “ 999. 297 104.037 1.096 20.017 Stafford
Staffordshire Moorlands
377. 340 137.713 19. 988 — - 2. 126. 369 137.618 3. 994 93. 124 Stoke-on-Trent
2 2 0. 291 34.314 87. 182 43. 887 397. 831 28. 136 2 2 0 2 2. 606 Tamworth
SUFFOLK
261. 317 98. 809 ea t 2.433 1. 148 683. 124 13.242 90 - Babergh
73. 092 20.273 . 3. 284 - — 324.329 12. 293 - 13.783 Forest Heath
198. 224 8 6. 807 col 74 - — 908. 028 111. 427 - 19.323 Ipswich
194. 328 36. 430 30.381 3. 338 ■ - 363. 442 6.310 - 9.476 Hid Suffolk
198. 117 43. 714 8 . 342 - - 614. 760 43. 989 7. 273 - St Edmundtbury
218. 730 81. 339 3.227 13.940 — 882. 936 34, 679 3. 200 2.833 Suffolk Coastal
302. 730 8. 363 - 3.476 ~ 839. 024 32. 831 33. 917 - Usveney
SURREY
2 7 4 . 377 4 3 .9 7 2 9 . 0 66 16. 168 - 1..0 9 4 .  180 8 1 .3 3 2 12. 336 2 1 .0 4 3 Elmbridge
173. 720 9 4 . 4 66 3 . 773 4. 730 - 3 6 1 .3 6 0 3 9 . 6 0 2 1 .0 2 1 - Epsom l< Ewell
3 06 . 139 4 0 . 387 2 8 . 433 18. 486 - 1.. 3 0 6 . 910 9 3 . 2 9 0 4. 761 3 4 . 160 Cui idford
1 9 3 .0 6 3 9 4 .0 3 9 3 . 793 - 7 9 3 8 0 7 . 994 4 7. 186 2 . 3 03 9 . 139 Hole Valley
2 6 2 . 366 9 3 . 7 33 3 0 . 0 30 - - 1,. 3 7 1 . 143 3 6 .8 8 3 6 . 388 2 .3 3 7 Reigate t Banstead
114. 733 2 1 . 6 7 2 1 4 .4 3 3 1 1 .1 4 0 - 6 1 7 . 973 6 2 . 073 - 7 . 3 33 Runnymede
2 3 4 . 932 6 7 . 180 17. 744 387 - 9 0 0 . 133 49. 084 - - Spelthorne
108. 9 48 13. 2 0 3 124 “ 1 0 .3 6 2 3 7 2 . 288 3 3. 183 7 . 3 82 241 Surrey Heath 
Tandridga
2 9 1 . 047 16. 740 6 . 190 - — 9 9 6 . 979 6 8 . 303 3 . 4 19 1 9 .1 1 7 Uaverley
170. 306 4 . 684 6 . 038 13. 399 6 7 2 . 8 03 6 9 . 0 46 1. 728 3 .0 0 7 Wok ing
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire
2 31 . 078 2 7 . 7 88 7 6 . 3 8 3 ~ — 9 6 8 .2 4 6 1 03 . 139 “ 2 7 . 3 03 Nuneaton t. Bedwortl 
Rugby
1 6 8 .3 0 0 6 4 .2 9 0 3 0 . B30 1 1 .6 2 2 - 9 4 4 .6 3 2 8 7 .3 3 6 — 1 .9 7 6 Stratford-on-Avon
1 6 6 .6 3 2 1 1 3 .4 1 1 6 .8 7 9 1 0 .9 9 4 3 .3 3 7 9 6 3 . 6 08 8 1 .2 3 7 Warwick
WEST SUSSEX 
Adur
3 4 3 .3 0 2 3 1 .0 8 3 2 9 . 4 6 9 1 6 .8 0 9 - T .i 2 4 4 . 0 3 9 IOO. 0 8 9 1 0 .8 1 3 2 . 142 Arun
2 3 4 . 322 6 .8 1 3 19. 3 8 0 - - 9 9 6 . 4 1 0 2 7 . 6 38 - 3 . 9 49 Chichester
2 2 4 . 630 SO. 0 36 13. 7 89 - - 7 3 7 . 6 93 1 30 . 106 ' -  - 2 .0 0 0 Crawley
2 3 8 . 636 7 5 . 7 23 3 3 . 3 1 8 1 .0 7 8 - 9 3 2 . 730 7 4 .8 0 0 IB. 191 1 3 .3 0 6 Horsham
139. 677 3 3 . 0 7 9 1 1 .2 4 8 6 .8 0 9 - 9 0 2 . 806 3 1 . 333 as ee Hid Susses
2 3 1 .7 6 9 3 7 .6 9 3 2 1 . 7 6 3 B. 8 9 8 1. 0 4 9 . 4 33 4 6 .0 6 9 6 . 634 Worthing
WILTSHIRE
1 7 9 .4 1 6 12. 733 6 3 3 4 ,6 3 6 - 4 7 4 .4 4 8 1 7 .3 3 6 2 .8 0 3 S B .644 Kennet
2 1 1 .0 3 0 31. 322 1 2 .0 0 0 - - 6 3 0 . 7 32 2 4 . 734 - 2 7 7 North Wiltshire
2 3 9 . 307 44. 0 9 9 9. 4 82 1 3. 369 8 9 6 . 7 2 3 36. 714 1. 3 10 3 4 .3 7 8 Salisbury 
Thamesdown 
West Wiltshire
10. 639 4 0 - - - 3 8 . 323 4 .6 3 8 - 3 9 2 Isles of Scilly
377 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
INCOME
SALES Of RECLAIMED WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM OTHER AUTHORITIES
Local Authority
Paper
IBS)
Abandonad
Vahidas
(861
Gian
. (87)
Oil
(88)
ftrrouB
Mauls
(89)
Non-
Fsrrous
MaUts
(90)
Othar 
: (91)
Wasta
Ditpoul
Authority
(92)
Othar
local
authorities
1931
Total
Income
1941
Total 
Net 
. Expenditure
195)
C £ £ £ £ £ £ £ C C C
NON-HET 0I8TRICT8-EN6LAN0
SHROPSHIRE
Bridgnorth 213 33. 107 313. 304
- • 1* 333 - * ■ • - - 843 3. 377 396. 648
Oswestry
Shrewsbury * Atchaa 603 . — _ 2.337 36.283 *39. 634
South Shropshlr* — - — ■ — • *• - — 12. 906 216.273
Th* Wrtkin
BOHERSET 
Hand ip 44.313 393. *30
Stdgtmoor — 2 2 0 — - • - . - — 34. 322 372. 749
Taunton Daant ' - — - • • • • — _ . 23. 262 304. 387
Watt Samaraat 
Yaovil - - - - - - 43.239 ■ *63. 343
STAFFORDSHIRE 
Oannocl Chat* 2. 447 29. 884 396. 187
East Staffordshire 912 - 3. 134 - • * 290 - - 72. 483 798. 683
Lichfield — 321 1.693 — - • • — — 78. 630 6 6 8. 346
Nawcastla-undar-Lyma — — — — «• • mm _ 73. 426 1.234.318
South Staffordshire - - . • - - . mm _ 23. 238 698. 893
Stafford — — 4.317 — • - mm _ 129. 487 869.810
Staffordshire Hoorlands 
Stol*-on-Tr*nt • 20.310 124 _ _ 273. 370 1.830. 999
Tamworth - - - “ - - - - - 30. 962 346. 869
SUFFOLK
Babtrgh _ 306 . 9. 323 too 23. 343 *39. 381Forest Heath - - - • - - - - 3.417 29. 493 294. 836
Ipswich - - - - - - ■ - - - 130. 730 777. 278
Hid Suffolk 26 • - - - - ' - 26. 339 4. 170 46. 321 318. 921
St Edmundtbury - — — — — • — 11.971 1.639 6 6. 874 547. 8 8 6
Suffolk Coastal - 436 - — — • - - 20. 372 - 81.742 801. 194
Wavaney * 0 2 0 - - - - 19. 006 - 8 6. 374 732. 430
SURREY
'Elmbridg*
Epsom I Ewtll 
OulIdford 
Holt Valley 
Rilgatt !• Banstaad 
Runnymada 
Sptlthorn*
Surrey Htath 
Tandridge 
Wavarley 
Holing
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire ' 
Nuntaton !■ Badworth 
Rugby
Stratford-on-Avon
Warwick
WEST SUSSEX
Adur
Arun
Ch ichtsttr 
Crawlty 
Horsham 
Hid Sussti 
Worthing
WILTSHIRE
Kannat
North Wiltshir*
Sali tbury 
Thametdown 
Hast Wiltshir*
S7. 983 
31. 330
313
82
3. 362
1* 243
-  ia .  1 7 *
898 7.46*
447
a. 410 3. *33
45B
I.1B0
16 *18 1.4*7
l.**3 8*
39.241 1.883 7.703
114.931
40. *23 
204. 029 
39. 020 
*0.313 
*9. 428 
49.0B4 
113. 121
92.08* 
73. 820
142.818
12. 177 
B. *33
112.304
81.237
113.441
40. *64 
132. 106 
108.933 
32. 733 
123.4*3
92.711 
23.402 
170. 263
979. 229 
320. 937 
1. 1 0 2. 881 
748. 974 
1. 302. 828 
348. 347 
831.031 
437. 167
904. 893 
396. 983
823. 428
832. 328 
882. 371
1. 130. 068 
933. 746 
623. 387 
823. 775 
870.073 
923. 990
381. 737 
*23. 330 
726. 438
Islas of Scilly
I^uu'irv n v  i u r i M
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 
ON REPLACEMENT VEHICLES COSTS OF COLLECTION
COST PER TONNE
Revenue
(961
Loan
(971
Repairs & 
Renewal* 
Fund 
(98)
Lease
(991
Gross
(100)
Net
(101)
Net cost per 
domestic 
hereditament 
(102)
Net cost per 
headol 
population 
(103)
Waste
collected
per
headol
population
(104) Local Authority
rooo rooo rooo rooo C C C C kfl
NON-MET DIBTRICTB-ENOLAND
SHROPSHIRE
- - 19 - 19. 30 17. 32 17. 10 6 . 23 334 Bridgnorth
- ” “ “ ee ee 21. 92 7. 89 ee North Shropshire 
Oswestry
. - - - 23. 07 23. 18 19. 31 7. 43 323 Shrewsbury l> Atcham
3> 23. 71 22. 34 13. 23 6 . 32 277 South Shropshire The Wrekin
SOMERSET
_ - - - 16. 33 14. 83 11.32 4. 29 289 Mendlp
_ - - 27 17. 38 16. 38 16. 62 6. 30 380 Sedgeaoor
“ “ ~ - 11. 37 10. 30 8 . 93 3. 43 328 Taunton Dean* 
Hast Somerset
204 19. 6 8 IB. 48 12. 77 4. 92 266 Yaovl1
STAFFORDSHIRE
- - — 2 2 23. 63 2 2. 30 19. 28 6. 97 310 Cannock Chasa
_ - - 38 2 0. 26 18. 37 22. 32 8 . 38 431 East Staffordshire
- - 42 - 29. 88 26. 73 21. 38 7. 47 • 279 Lichfield
- — - - 38. 32 36. 30 27. 11 10. 36 283 Newcastle-under-Lyme
_ _ - 70 2 2. 12 21. 41 J9. 37 7. 00 323 South Staffordshire
- “ - 171 23. 32 21. 98 20. 47 7. 48 333 Stafford
Staffordshire Moorlands
_ - ue - 26. 74 23. 28 IB. 83 7. 39 318 Stoke-on-Trent
19. 28 17. 64 22. 78 8. 22 466 Tamworth
SUFFOLK
- - 31 62 32. 31 31. 30 23 0 0 8 72 410 Debtrgh
- - - 2 1. 62 19. 88 14. 93 3. 46 278 Forest Heath
■ - - - ■ - • • ee 16. 71 6. 47 ee Ipiuich
- 33 - - ee . ee IB. 91 7. 18 ee Mid Suffolk
- - — - 24. 39 21.98 16. 83 6. 16 281 St Edmundtbury
- - - - 32. 72 29. 63 20 23 8 02 263 Suffolk Coastal
117 33. 12 29. 68 17. 93 7. 41 248 Waveney
SURREY
- - - - 34. 44 30. 77 2 2. 30 8 . 81 282 Elmbridge
- ; - 32 - 30. 33 28. 11 20 87 7. 66 270 Epsoa l> Ewell
IS - ■ 68 37. 08 31. 21 24. 01 8 . 84 279 Guildford
- - 99 - 34. 28 31. 78 23 43 9. 74 306 Mol* Valley
- - - 33 33. 23 32. 48 29. 64 11. 16 213 Raigat* l> Banstead
- - - - 28 46 23 21 2 0 88 7 36 294 Runnymed*
- 67 - - 33 30 31. 49 24 11 9. 34 297 Spelthorna
— ~ 60 23. 93 20. 73 17. 33 3. 94 286 Surrey Heath 
Tandr idge
- - 89 - 32 16 29. 19 21. 99 8 . 03 273 Waver 1ey
34 30. 98 27 42 IB 63 7. 12 234 Woking
WARWICKSHIRE 
North Warwickshire
“ - 137 “ 32. 19 27. 44 19. 83 7.27 263 Nuneaton !■ Dedworth 
Rugby
— - - 36 36. 29 31. 92 2 1. 38 8 . 17 232 Stratford-on-Avon
40 28. 91 26. 44 2 0. 12 7 63 283 Warwick
WEST SUSSEX 
Adur
' - 72 - - 36. 49 33 10 20. 94 9. 21 274 Arun
_ - - - 32. 14 30 82 23 70 9 SB 311 Chichester
- - - 131 23 68 2 1. 21 20 31 7. 36 336 Crawley
- - - 73 33. 61 31. 43 2 1. 01 7. 90 233 Horsham
- - - - 31. 78 30. 62 20 01 7. 32 237 Mid Susses
37 37. 74 33. 19 22. 67 9 89 293 Worth i ng 
WILTSHIRE
33 - - - 19. 13 13.33 16. 93 3. 78 372 Kennet
- - 66 - 21. 69 20 84 16 83 3 B6 281 North Wiltshire
109 23. 18 20. 31 20 00 7. 09 341 Sal isbury 
Thametdown 
West Wiltshire
_ _ - - 26. 37 23. 10 38. 72 16. 73 723 Isle* of Scilly
J/9 ■ ■ m w i b  U U U U U U I  IWIM o m i l O I I U i J
POPULATION & AREA NUMBER OF HEREDITAMENTS
WASTE COLLECTEO 
- BY WEIGHT
% OF TOTAL 
VASTE COLLECTED 
BY CONTRACTORS
Population
at
30.6.83 Area
Density
of
population
at
30.683 Domestic Commercial Industrial Other
Total 
weight 
of all 
waste
Actual 
or est­
imated 
weight 
of all 
waste
Est­
imated
%
of waste 
weighed
Routine
collect­
ions
Abnormal
circum­
stances
Local Authority HI (21 (31 (41 (51 <61 (71 (81 (91 (101 (HI (121
hectares per hectare
N0N-HET 0IBTRICTB-WALE3
CLWYD
Alyn l> Deeside
Colwyn
Delyn
Olyndwr
Rhuddlan
Urnhi* Maelor
DYFED
Carmarthen
Ceredigion
Dinefwr
Llanelli
Presell
South Pembrokei
OWENT
Blaenau Cwent
Islwyn
Monmouth
Newport
Torfaen
CUYNEOD
Ab erconwy
Arf on
Dwyfor
Mtironnydd
Ynys Mon (Angleseyl
MID CLAMORCAN 
Cynon Valley 
Marthyr Tydfil
Ogwr
Rhondda 
Rhymney Valley 
•Taff-Ely
POWYS
Brecknock
Montgomery
Radnor
Cardiff
Vale of Clamorgan
SOUTH CLAMORCAN 
Afan
LIiw Valley
Neath
Swaniea
72. a 19. 420 4. 72 26. 397 3. 141 170 417 47, 920 A 96 - -
49. 8 99.298 0. 90 22. 463 2. 639 99 644 28. 780 E 9 - •
69. 7 27. 824 2 . 36 24. 346 2.919 141 486 20.640 A too ■ “ •
40. 3 96. 996 0. 42 16. 402 2. 392 92 763 2 0. 0 0 0 E 4 “
92. 8 10.869 4. 86 21.219 2 . 611 49 714 29. 900 E ' -
113. 9 36. 648 3. 11 43. 102 6 . 034 232 791 93. 160 E 9
92. 9 118. 194 0. 44 20. 996 2. 672 73 716 2 1 .0 0 0 A 80 19 -
62. 0 179.330 0 . 39 29. 433 3. 679 909 28. 900 ■ E " ■ . **
79. 1 23.361 3. 21 29. 869 3.622 199 467 80. 0 0 0 E -
70. 2 119.049 0 . 61 27. 967 4.212 99 944 28. 2 0 0 E — ■ *■
38. 9 43.970 0 . 88 19.802 3.011 97 977 16.000 E ~
78. 7 12. 689 6. 20 31.077 9.0B7 169 969 36. 363 E 2 2 29 -
6 6. 9 10, 139 6 . 96 24. 827 3. 921 100 377 70. 000 E - -
74. 3 82. 361 0. 90 27. 098 4. 049 67 841 IB. 944 A 100 “ -
130. 2 2 0. 060 6 . 49 49. 899 7. 303 182 724 69.000 E - “
90. 2 12. 448 7. 29 34. 491 ‘ 6.842 277 903 40. 972 E
91. 3 60. 979 0 . 89 21. 719 3. 601 63 806 16. 0 0 0 E • -
94. 9 40. 966 1. 34 23. 172 3. 271 84 721 29. 000 E — - ■ ”
26. 1 62. 0 00 0. 42 13. 267 2, 429 90 999 16. 600 E - • “
6 8. 4 71. 911 0. 96 28. 074 3.649 93 894 29. 900 E - - “
6 6. 4 17. 737 3. 74 26. 294 3.299 94 440 22. 900 A 100 -
99. 9 11. 199 9. 39 23. 008 3. 974 77 667 42.930 E - 2 0
130. 4 28. 972 4. 96 47.816 9. 927 207 718 49. 900 E ' • • “
80. 7 9.994 e. it 31.701 4. 910 110 971 29. 000 E 100
104. 7 17.600 9. 99 38. 096 4,729 209 709 97.290 E **
40. 9 
49 0
279. B 
til. 9
179.338 
206. 430
12. 013 
29. 648
93.0 19.364
60 0 21.379
69.7 20.919
187.9 24.939
0. 23 
0. 23
23. 29 
3 77
3. 49 
2 . 81 
3. 20 
7. 66
19.831 
20. 171
103. 371 
39. 946
2 0. 219 
23. 927 
29. 697 
70.621
2.714 
4. 063
1 2. 604 
4. 944
2. 997 
2.798 
2. 679 
7. 309
67
198
414
71
89
120
137
202
1.010
881
1. 889 
849
338
3B9
986
1.024
12. 000 
16. 000
103. 492 
32. 079
99. 734 
29. 900 
24. 700 
94. 084
99
100
E 9
E
E
A 99
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WASTE COLLECTED 
- BY TYPE
WASTE COLLECTED 
- BY METHOD OF STORA3E METHODS OF COLLECTION
House­
hold
waste
(13)
Com­
mercial
waste
(14)
Indust­
rial
waste
(15)
Contained
in
dustbins
(16)
Contained
In
dispos­
able
sacka
(171
Contained 
in bulk 
storage 
containers
(18)
Other
(19)
HOUSEHOLD WASTE .
Backdoor
collect
&
return
(20)
Kerbside
(21)
Other
collect
&
return
(22)
Skep
(23)
Other
normal
methods
(24)
Special
collections
(25)
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
60 40 — --- 1 72 28 70 28
. 2
63 30 3 - 80 2 0 - 97 - - - . - 3
83 13 - - 83 13 2 8 8 - - - It 1
73 23 - to o - - 83 10 -  - - - 3
84 16 - - 100 - - 100 - - ' -  • -
8 8 2 10 21 67 11 1 98 2
76 24 . _ 94 6 _  ' _ 1 - 96 - - - 3
82 18 - 48 48 4 - 10 87 • — 1 2
•a •a aa 90 ’ 8 2 _ 20 20 60 - - -
94 3 3 4 86 10 - 100 - - aw -
8 8 12 “  .■ 74 16 10 2 84 13 1
8 6 10 4 33 23 2 2 _ 3 93 -  . - _ -
83 3 10 83 2 3 10 - 83 - - 7 8
73 20 3 t o o ----- - - 2 90 *— ** - . 8
63 20 13 32 11 2 33 — 98 . - - - ■ 2
83 13 - 37 38 3 — 93 7
83 14 1 1 0 0— -----1 _ _ 87 _ 3 . - - 8
80 20 - - 83 - 13 19 78 - — - 3
69 31 - 36 18 “ 26 2 0 78 2 - -
83 10 3 60 39 - 1 90 10 - - - -
93 7 _ 99 1 _ _ 10 88 ■ _ ' .. _ 2
76 7 17 61 2 2 0 17 - 80 - - - 20
83 13 2 1 84 3 10 - 99 ' - - - 1
80 20 - 96 - 4 - - to o - - . - - -
33 10 33 32 3 43 13 72 6 3 2
70 23 3 83 13 93 ; _ 3
70, 23 3 - 98 2 “ 20 80 * "
91 9 _ _ 80 20 _ 80 - 17 3
92 8 ~ . 92 3 3 _ 94 — 3 3
46 33 21 _ 39 24 37 _ 93 _ _ 3
83 13 - 71 10 - 19 - 93 - - - 3
99 1 - - 100 - - 20 73 -  • - - 3
40 60 - - 80 20 - - 98 - - - 2
Local Authority
NON-HET D1BTR1CT8-WALEB 
CLWYD
Alyn li DtnUl 
Coiwyn 
Otlyn .
Olyndwr 
Rhuddlan 
Wraihaw Maalor
DYFED 
Caraarthin 
Ctradigion 
Dinedwr 
Llanal 11 
Praia 11
South Pembrokeshire,
CWENT
Blaanau Cwant
Illwyn
Monmouth
Nawport
Tordaan
CWYNEDD
Abarconwy
Ardon
Dwy dor
liaironnydd
Ynyi Mon tAnylaiay)
MID CLAMORCAN 
Cynon Vallay 
Marthyr Tyddtl 
Oywr 
Rhondda
Rhymnay Vallay 
Tadd-Ely
POWYS
Braclnacb
Montgonary
Radnor
Cardidd
Vala od Glamorgan
SOUTH CLAMORCAN 
Adan
LIiw Vallay
Naath
Swantaa
381 W A S I t  U U L L tU IIU lM  S 1 A IIS I IU S
METHODS Of COLLECTION NUM8ER OF DISPOSABLE SACKS USED
COMMERCIAL WASTE
Local Authority
Backdoor
collect
&
return
(26)
Kerbtida
(27)
Other
collect
&
return
128)
Skep
(29)
Other
normal
methods
(301
Special
collections
(31)
Collection
system
(See
Notes)
132)
Paper
(33)
Plastic
(34)
% N % % % % '000 ‘000
NON-MET DI8TR1CT8-UALES 
CLUYD
Alyn L D m U i 100 T 2. 290
Coiwyn 80 2 0 — - - - T - 1. 700
Otl yn 98 — — - 41 1 C 6 2. 2B8
Olyndwr 100 - — — - - T 229 1 .2 0 0
Rhuddlan too — — - - - T - 2.290
Wresham Maalor 100 - - - - T 191 2.617
DYFED
Carrnarth«n _ 89 19 T
Crrrdigion 48 39 — . - 19 2 T - 60
Din*fur 
Llanelli _ 100 _ _ T _ 199
Prrirli — 80 - 2 0 _ ■ - C - 2 . 003
South Pembrokeshire : “ 62 - 38 > - 8 10 1.900
CWENT
Blaenau Cwcnt 9 99 B 160
Idwyn - - - - 100 - T - \ 19
Monmouth - 100 — — - - T -
Newport - 60 - - 40 - T - 8 1 .0 0 1
Torfaen 29 29 “ - 90 - 8 - ■ 690
CWYNEDD
Aberconwy 87 9 8 ' T 4' 2 B1
Arfon 10 90 - - - - T —;' 1.600
Dwyfor ■ 37 63 - - - - T - 19
Meironnydd
Ynya Mon (Anglcteyt 80 2 0 - - - - T 9 6
MID CLAMORCAN 
Cynon Valley 99 1 T 29
Merthyr Tydfil 100 - - - - C - 96
Ogwr - 99 - - 9 - T - 3. 900
Rhondda - 100 - - _ T _ -
Rhymney Valley - 80 - 20 _ _ T _ . 290
Taff-Ely
POWYS
Brecknock 10 90 • * 1. 2 0 0
Montgomery 28 70 - - 2 - 8 _ 1.290
Radnor
Cardiff 70 30 T 6 . 100
Vale of Clamorgan 72 - - 28 - T 2 3. 000
SOUTH CLAMORCAN
Af an 40 40 - - 20 _ T _ 2 . 100
LIiw Valley 9 99 - - - _ T _ 90
Neath - 100 - - - - T - 2. 429
Swansea - 70 30 - - - T - 9. 000
NUMBER OF 
BULK STORAGE 
CONTAINERS
PROVISION OF 
DUSTBINS/ 
SACKHOLDERS
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION PER WEEK
NORMAL HOUSEHOLD 
WASTE
COMMERCIAL
WASTE
With
compaction
|35>
Without
compaction
(361
Charge
(See
Notes)
(37)
Number
(38)
Twice 
or more
139)
One*
(401
Less than
once
(411
Twice 
or more 
(42)
Once
(43)
Less than
once
(44) Local Authority
30 F 3.000
% %
100
% %
80
% %
2 0
NON-NET DI8 TMCTS-WALEB 
CLUYD
Alyn L Deeside .
- e C 164 - to o - 2 0 80 - Coiwyn
2 43 F 500 — 100 - 10 90 — Dtlyn
- - N - - 92 8 - 100 - Olyndwr
<- - F 700 - 100 - 2 0 80 - Rhuddlan
t 137 C 987 - 100 - SO 80 “ Ureshaa Heeler
1 S3 N 80 SO 85 IS
DYFED
Caraarthen
- 160 N - - 95 5 60 - Ceredigion
•• ee C 1.537 _ 100 _ 50 SO
Dinefwr
Llanelli
- 2 10 N — ■ - 99 1 25 75 - Presell
- t o o N - - IOO “ SO 80 - South Peabroteshire -
C 1.629 100 100
CUENT
Blaenau Cwent
- IS F ■ 2 . 580 - t o o - - 100 - Islwyn
- - N - - 100 - 80 20 - Monmouth
- 1 .0 2 0 N - •  • ee •  • 30 70 - Newport
- ISO N - 100 “ . t o o - - Torfaen
N 95 5 6 94
CUYNEDD
Aberconwy
«- - F 6 - 100 - 2 0 80 - Arf on
- - N - - 100 - 31 69 - Dwyfor
- - N - - 100 - 5 95 -
Meironnydd
Vnys Hon (Anglesey!
N 98 2 to o
HID CLAMORCAN 
Cynon Valley
- 87 N - - 100 - - 100 - Merthyr Tydfil
- 350 N - - 100 - 7° 30 - Ogwr■ - - N - - 100 - - 100 . - Rhondda
- SO N ee — 100 - - 100 - Rhymney Valley
N IS 80 5 30 70
Taff-Ely
POWYS
Brecknock
- 22 N - 1 95 4 5 95 - Montgomery
5 1.952 N 100 10 90
Radnor
Cardiff
125 N - 100 ~ 75 25 “ Vale of Glamorgan
9 F 100 10 90
SOUTH CLAMORCAN 
Afan
- - N - - 100 - 50 50 - LItw Valley
- - F 946 - 100 - - 100 - Neath
t o 875 N - - 100 - 50 50 - Swansea
3£3 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
NUMBER OF 
BOTTLE BANKS
WASTE OIL 
COLLECTION 
POINTS
AMOUNT OF WASTE
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority Other
Owned & 
operated 
by the 
local 
authority
Other
(e.g.
garages) Paper
Abandoned
Vehicles Glass O il
Ferrous
Metals
Local Authority (451 146) (47) (46) (49) (SO) (SI) (S2) (S3)
NON-MET DIBTRICTS-UALES
'000 litre*
.CLUYD
Alyn 1 Deeside 
Coiwyn 
Delyn 
Olyndwr 
Rhuddlan 
Ureshaa Haelor
DYFED
Caraarthen
Ceredigion
Dinefwr
Llanelli
Pretel i
South Pembrokeshire
10
36
70
13
14 
400
14?
19
CUENT
Blaenau Cwent
Iklwyn
Monmouth
Newport
Torfaen
CUYNEDD
Aberconwy
Arf on
Dwy for
Meironnydd
Ynyt Mon (Anglesey!
MID CLAMORCAN 
Cynon Valley 
Merthyr Tydfil 
Ogur 
Rhondda
Rhymney Valley 
Taff-Ely
POWYS
Brecknock
Montgomery
Radnor
299
60
22B
27
72109
12
23
49
320
Cardiff
Vale of Glamorgan
SOUTH CLAMORCAN 
Afan
LIiw Valley
Neath
Swansea
99
16
19
91
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reclaimed
NUMBER OF LOO 
COLLECTION
kL AUTH0RI1 
VEHICLES
n rs NUMBER OF CONTRACTORS' 
COLLECTION VEHICLES
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST
Non-Ferrous
Metals
(54)
Othar
(55)
With
compaction
(56)
Without
compaction
(571
General
purpose
(SSI
Total
(59)
With
compaction
160)
Without
compaction
(61)
General
purpose
(62|
Total
(631 Local Authority
tonnes tonnes
10 3 3 16
NON-HET D1BTRICTB-WALEB 
CLUYD
Alyn 6 Deeside
. -* - tl - 2 13 - - - - Coiwyn
— - 11 1 - 12 — - — - Delyn
- - 7 - 1 B — — — - Olyndwr
- - 11 1 - 12 — - . - - Rhuddlan
- - 2 2 2 . “ 24 - - Wreiham Haelor
9 1 10 #• «• . ee
DYFED
Carmarthen
- - 19 - - 19 - - ■ - - Ceredigion
_ 3 . 11 4 IB _ _
Dinefwr
Llanelli
— - 9 - 2 11 — - - - Presell
- 6 - 3 9 . “ - - - South Peetbrokeshirr
14 1 19 I 1
CWENT
Blaenau Cwent
- - It 1 2 14 - - ■ - 1sIwyn
- - 13 3 16 - - ' - tlonmouth
- - 18 2 1 21 - - Newport
- ■ - 10 2 - 12 “ " ■ ” Torfaen
16 1 17
c u y n e o d  
Aberconwy
- - 9 - 2 11 — - - - Arfon
- - 9 - 4 13 - - - Dwyfor
- - 12 - 2 14 - - -
Meironnydd
Ynyt Hon (Anglesey!
14 1 19 _
HID CLAMORCAN 
Cynon Valley
- - 10 - - 10 - 2 - ■ 2 Merthyr Tydf i1
- - 24 4 2B #• • • ee ee Ogwr
- - 13 - 2 19 - - - Rhondda
- 19 1 1 17 ■ “ - - - Rhymney Valley
10 10
Taff-Ely
POWYS
Brecknock
- - 11 - - 11 - - - Montgomery
39 9 4 . 4B
Radnor
Cardiff
- - 14 - 1 19 “ * - - Vale of Clamorpan
2 1 3
SOUTH CLAMORCAN 
Af an
- - 9 - - 9 - - - ■ - LIiw Valley
- - 9 - 4 13 - - - - Neath
- - 27 - - 27 - - - Swansea
385 WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
LOCAL AUTHORITY STAFF EMPLOYED AT 31.3.84 EXPENDITURE
Driven Loaders
Drivers'
Loaders
Other
manual
Vehicle
main­
tenance
Technical
&
administ­
rative Total
Contract-
on"
manual
employ­
ees Employees
Premises'
depots
Provision
of
disposable
sacks
Provision
o f
dustbins
Local Authority (641 (65) (66) (67) (68) (691 (701 (711 (721 (73) (74) (761
NON-MET D18TR1CT8-WALE8
l.l.e. He. M e . f.I.e.
Alyn l< Deeside - 32 ' 8 - 2 4 46 . - 399. 663 " 23. 663 61.610 2. 424
Coiwyn - 17 11 - .■ 2 3 33 - 392. 190 6.272 49. 137 -
Delyn B 30 6 ' - - 2 46 - 411.369 4.600 90.915 9.339
Olyndwr — 21 8 — - 1 30 - 236. 167 - 61.795 -
Rhuddlan — 26 12 - 2 2 <2 < - 316.893 3. 169 98. 669 -
Wresham Haelor 2 2 - 69 “■ 4 6 97 - 7B7. 043 12.911 90. 331 9. 169
DYFED
Carmarthen 7 19 1 . 1 2 26 ee 269. 046 9.890 912
Ceredigion — . . 23 12 — 3 2 40 — 2B6.217 11.906 . - —
Dinefwr
Llanelli e 24 . • _ . 4 4 40 349.641 74.961 _ 13.882
Preset 1 - 16 10 9' 1 3 39 — 239. 901 196 90. 929 -
8 12 3 2 : 1 26 - 109. B91 989 21. 929 -
CUENT
Blaenau Owent 8 21 _ _ 2 31 292.009
Islwyn 11 19 - - 2 ' 4 36 - 330.094 6 . 100 11.822
Monmouth 10 2 0 1 - 3 3 37 - 394.299 2B. 769 7.746 -
Newport IB 46 - - 9 9 74 - 938. 0B4 6B. 999 29. 037 —
Torfaen 19 29 • “ * 3 47 - 467.021 910 33.000 150
CUYNEDD
Aberconwy 12 39 9 \ 9 4 69 422. BBS 14. 227
Arfon 11 31 1 - 1 2 46 - 403. 163 978 59. 671 —
Dwyfor - 19 10 - 3 1 29 - 163.404 - . 7.251 -
Meironnydd
Ynys Mon (Angleseyl 12 36 3 - 2 3 96 - 360.249 194.390 1.549 -
MID CLAMORCAN 
Cynon Valley 11 2 2 _ 2 3 3S 304.690 6 . 900 900
Merthyr Tydfil 7 2 2 - 2 4 35 - 261.600 19. 336 - -
Ogwr - 90 2 2 - 9 6 B3 aa 964.706 39.687 118. 949 -
Rhondda 14 37 • - » 19 3 69 - 427. 948 - - 4.067
Rhymney Valley ■ 9 27 — — 9 9 46 - 329. 61B - - 9,682 —
Yaff-Ely
POWYS
Brecknock 9 17 1 2 29 137. 079 46.271 33. 699
Montgomery 9 13 — — - a 22 — 174.296 - 40. 446 —
Radnor
Cardiff 49 77 20 19 161 1. 127. 268 59. 980 156. 956
Vale of Clamorgan 13 30 - 2 1 46 - 421.397 2.999 90.802 -
SOUTH CLAMORCAN 
Af an _ 9 3 . 1 2 19 97. 796 23. 181 53,671
LIiw Valley 6 22 I - 2 2 33 - 249.694 44. 693 1.741 -
Neath 7 21 1 - 2 2 33 - 246.612 872 82. 662 5.905
Swansea 21 73 4 3 ' 7 10B - 927,196 80. 701 123.744 -
1983-84 ACTUALS 386
EXPENDITURE INCOME
AGENCY SERVICES COLLECTION SERVICES
Transport 
& moveable 
plant
1761
Establishment
expenses
177)
Other
running
expenses
1781
Other
local
authorities
179)
Contractor*
180)
Gross
Expenditure
(81)
Commercial
waste
(82)
Bulky
household
waste
(83)
Other
(84) Local Authority
£ £ £ • C C £ £ C £
NON-MET DIBTRICT8 -WALEB 
CLWYD
201.329 30. 699 3. 363 - — 701.349 7.216 13.760 171 Alyn 6 Deeside
41. 333 34.030 393 ■ - — 483. 337 2 2 .0 0 1 1.966 1. 786 Coiwyn
146.647 33. 410 1.892 — - 674.372 18. 300 - 10. 497 Dtlyn
91.933 11. 148 13.324 - 11.306 423. 873 1.893 — - Olyndwr
141. 144 8. 830 6.614 - 373.319 1.437 -- 9.248 Rhuddlan
309.B47 118.300 26.763 1.334.364 126.310 6.843 Urethaai Heeler
DYFED
133.926 3.029 3.393 - 14.373 434. 773 6 . 306 - 1.203 Careiarthen
133.668 46. 104 11.031 ' “ — 308. 926 4. 776 - 1.208 Ceredigion
Dinefwr
133. 176 36. 340 3. 363 - — 6!>3. 183 — - 1.472 Llanelli
2 1 0. 812 41.243 3. 169 - — 343. 832 26. 931 — 4.601 Presell
91.603 18.602 1. 732 244. 342 12.832 438 South Peabrokeshire
CWENT
487. 260 130.311 204.619 — - . 134.399 12. B44 - 37.433 Blaenau Owent
2 0 0. 661 7. 370 12.629 — - 369. 296 1. 000 — - Islwyn
161.226 142. 232 2 . 656 - - 697. 104 2. e s p - 2 . 260 Honnouth
24B. 200 19. 914 42.070 — - 946. 260 79, 717 - 12. 436 Newport
188.092 7.634 10.900 707. 707 33. 791 1.807 Torfaen
CUYNEDD
173. 097 S3. 831 - — 2. 301 6 6 8. 344 2 0. 6 68 2.494 - - Aberconwy
168. 940 3. 337 2. 326 - 3. 938 642. 793 13. 219 - ' 1.343 Arfon
96.990 13. 963 3.739 “ “ 283. 367 16. 687 “ . - Dwyfor
Meironnydd
186. 890 30. 190 10.340 743. 804 20.631 31 Yny* Mon (Anglesey) 
MID CLAMORCAN
302. 200 4. 900 3. 300 - - 622. 630 22.300 - - Cynon Valley
167. 613 32. 930 3. 118 - 31.142 311.739 7. 623 - Merthyr Tydfil
388. 823 26. 100 S.017 - - . 143. 260 9.867 972 17.323 Ogwr
114. 231 61.336 8 . 368 - - 616.392 - - - Rhondda
134. 118 80. 330 1. 714 371,682 1. 418 Rhyaney Valley 
Taff-Ely
POWYS
131.334 43.619 10. 165 2.930 13. 210 438. 307 1. 900 - - Brecknock
193. 737 39. 033 11.997 479. 549 24. 232 - “ Mont g ornery 
Radnor
777.235 42. 992 53. 307 - - 2 . 213. 736 329. 347 _ _ Cardiff
149. 434 98. 673 109 - 763. 412 13. 121 - - Vale of Claaorgan
116.213 
69. 644 
149. 694 
421.70B
9.233 
21. 433 
33. 264 
144. 239
5. 377 
37. 406 
366
300. 076 
99 393.741
376.637 
- 1.696.218
3. 743 
6. 975 
24.363 
221.60S
SOUTH CLAMORCAN 
Af an
LIiw Valley
Neath
Sutnttt
WASTE COLLECTION STATISTICS
INCOME
SALES OF RECLAIMED WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM OTHER AUTHORITIES
Local Authority
Paper
(851
Abandoned
Vehicles
(86)
Glass
(871
Oil
(881
Ferrous
Metals
(89)
Non-
Ferrous
Metals
(90)
Other
(91)
Waste
Disposal
Authority
(92)
Other
local
authorities
(931
Total
Income
(94)
Total
Net
Expenditure
(95)
NON-MCT D 1 MTR ICTB-WALEfi 
CLWVD
C C £ C C £ £ £ £ £ £
A1 vi• * Deesid. - - - — ' e- — e» «m SI. 147 680. 402
Coiwyn - A71 603 - - ■ - - - - 27.027 456. 510
Delyn - — - . - - ' - - - - 28. 797 645. 575
Clyndwr - - - — ■ - - - - - 1.693 423. 980
Rhuddlan . - — - . - - ' - - - - 10.709 564.614
Mresham Had or
DYFED
i . s e a 294 728 139.463 1.218.901
Carmarthen - 87 389 - - - - - - 8 . 181 426. 592
Ceredigion
Dinefwr
~ • * ■ • * .13.631 19.619 489.311
Llanelli - - - - - - - ~ 1.472 651.713
Presell - - - • - - - -  • - 797 32.349 511. 503
South Pembrokeshire
CWENT
483 13. 793 230. 749
Blaenau Cwent - - -  . - - - _ - - 90.297 1.084. 102
Islwyn - - - - •4- - — - 1 .0 0 0 568.296
Monmouth - - — - — ' - - - — 9. 118 691.986
Newport - 864 - - - - - - ■ - 93.019 853.241
Torfaen
CWYNEDD
37.598 670.109
Aberconwy - 434 - - - - - - 23.596 644.948
Arfon - - - - - ' “ -  • - . - 14.562 628.231
Dwyfor
Meironnydd
— _ • “ - “ " 16.687 268.680
Ynys Hon (Anglesey! 
MID CLAMORCAN
*
2 0. 882 722.922
Cynon Valley - - - - - - ‘ - - - 22.500 600. 130
Merthyr Tydfil - - - - - - - - 7. 625 304.114
Ogwr - - 624 - - - - - - 28. 786 1.114. 494
Rhondda - - - - - ' - - - - 616.392
Rhymney Valley 
Taff-Ely
700 *" “ 2 . 1 IB 369. 364
POWYS
Brecknock - -  . - - -  ; - - - - 1. 900 436. 407
Montgomery
Radnor " "
“ *” ~  . *“ 24. 232 455. 317
Cardiff - _ - * 329.347 1. 8 8 6. 391
Vale of Clamorgan - 147 “ *- - - 19.268 748. 144
SOUTH CLAMORCAN
Af an - - - - - - - - - 5. 743 294.335
Li iw Valley - - - - - - - - 6 . 975 306.766
Neath - - - • - - - - - 24.3B3 352.234
Swansea ■ - - - - - - 221.805 1. 476. 413
1983-84 ACTUALS
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 
ON REPLACEMENT VEHICLES COSTS OF COLLECTION
COST PER TONNE
Revenue
(36)
Loan
(97)
Repairs & 
Renewals 
Fund
(98)
Lease
(99)
Gross
(100)
Net
(1011
Net cost per 
domestic 
hereditament
(102)
Net cost per 
head of 
population 
(103)
Waste
collected
per
headol
population
(1041 Local Authority
rooo rooo rooo £000 C C C C kg
NON-nCT DI8TR1CTB-UALES 
CLUYD
_ . 127 14. 76 14. 32 23. 01 9. 33 633 Alyn 1. Deeside
- - 37 16. 00 15.06 20.32 9. 17 370 Coiwyn
_ _ 32. 67 31.20 26. 92 9. 03 314 Delyn
_ - 21. 29 21.20 29. 03 10. 32 496 Clyndwr
_ _ 02 22. 96 22. 14 26. 61 10. 69 403 Rhuddlan
~ '
61 29. 40 22. 93 20. 20 10. 70 467 Ureshaai Haelor
DYFED
_ - - 36 20. 70 20. 31 20. 71 0. 13 400 Carmarthen
- - - • 17. 06 17.69 19.24 . 7. 09 . 460 CeredigionDinefwr
.. ■ - - 95 0. 16 0. 19 21. 02 0. 6B 1.069 Llanel 1 i
3B 19. 29 IB. 17 10. 93 7. 29 402 Presell
—
"
34
"
19. 20 14. 42 14. 60 9. 99 416 South Peaibroteshire
CWENT
_ - ■ - 31. 20 29. 01 34. 00 13. 70 462 Blarnau Owent
- - 64 0. 13 0. 12 22. 09 0. 55 1.033 Islwyn
- - - - 36. 00 36. 93 23. 57 9. 31 293 Honeiouth
— — 127 14. 96 13. 13 17. 10 6. 33 499 Newport
*"
' . '
17. 27 16. 36 19.43 7. 43 494 Torfaan
CUYNEOO
_ - 32 41. 70 40. 31 29. 70 12. 57 312 Aberconwy
_ - - 29. 71 29. 13 27.11 11. 44 499 Arfon
“ - “ 32 17. 19 16. 19 20. 29 10. 29 636 Dwyfor
Meironnydd
"
29 21 24. 91 25. 75 10.37 431 Ynys Mon (Anglesey! 
HID CLAMORCAN
_ . 27. 67 26. 67 22 02 9. 04 339 Cynon Valley
- - 96 11. 92 11. 74 21. 91 0. 42 717 Merthyr Tydfil
- - B1 25. 13 24. 49 23. 31 0. 55 349 Ogwr
- 34 24. 66 - 24.66 19.44 7. 64 310 Rhondda
>6 9. 00 9. 06 14.97 9. 44 929 Rhymney Valley 
Taff-Ely
POWYS
_ - - 36 20 36. 12 27. 57 10. 67 293 BrecInocI
” “ — 29. 97 20 46 22 57 9. 49 333 Montgomery
Radnor
_ 277 _ 21. 42 10 23 10 23 6 74 370 Cardiff
“ lot 23 00 23 32 10 73 • 6 69 207 Vale of Clamorgan 
SOUTH CLAMORCAN
_ ■ - - - 9 30 3 20 14 36 5 55 1. 052 Af an
- - - - 13 39 13 11 16 44 6 45 492 LIiw Valley
- 32 - 23 33 22 36 21. 32 0 41 376 Neath
- - - 90 10 09 13 69 20 91 7. 06 301 Swansea
